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abolition of wealthy landowners and the gift
of extensive ricefields to the people.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
when the investigating committees or
historians of the future are trying to
ascertain why we lost the friendship of
India, I want it to be perfectly clear
where the responsibility should be
placed.

RECESS

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I move
that the Senate stand in recess until 12
o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 25 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 3, 1954, at 12 o’clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate March 2 (legislative day of
March 1), 1954:

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Thomas Ramage Ethridge, of Mississippi,
to be United States attorney for the north-
ern district of Mississippl, vice Noel H.
Malone, resigned.

UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON
INFORMATION

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the United States Advisory Com-
mission on Information for the terms indi-
cated:

Mark A. May, of Connecticut, for a term
of 3 years expiring January 27, 1956 (re-
appointment).

Justin Miller, of California, for a term of
8 years expiring January 27, 1956 (reappoint-
ment).

Sigurd S. Larmon, of New York, for a term
of 3 years expiring January 27, 1957, vice Ben
Hibbs, term expired.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuEespAY, MarcH 2, 1954

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Father, by whose
mercies we have been spared and by
whose powers we are sustained in our
earthly pilgrimage, we are coming unto
Thee with a humble spirit and a con-
trite heart.

Gird us now with courage and with
confidence in Thy loving kindness for
Thou art never closer unto us than when
our hearts are wrung with sorrow and
our heads are bowed in tribulation.

We commend unto Thy gracious care
and keeping our beloved colleagues, be-
seeching Thee that Thou wilt share
Thine eternal wisdom with the doctors
and nurses for Thou art the Great Physi-
cian who canst mediate unto them divine
skill and enable them to do that which
is far beyond all that we can ask or
think.

Grant unto the members of the sor=-
rowing and stricken families the conso-
lations of Thy grace and, as they bravely
carry on and faithfully and patiently
keep the vigil of faith, hope, and love,
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may they have the blessed companion=-
ship of that friend who sticketh closer
than a brother.

We thank Thee for the beautiful spirit
of Thy servant, so seriously ill, who has
besought us to remember in our prayer
those who have harmed us. May we
also emulate the example of our blessed
Lord who prayed, “Father, forgive them
for they know not what they do.”

To Thy name, through Jesus Christ
our Lord and Saviour, we ascribe all the
praise. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes=
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a bill of the House of the following
title:

H.R.6130. An act to permit a first prefer-
ence for former owners of certain dwellings
being sold under Lanham War Housing Act,

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and concurrent
resolutions of the following titles, in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S.235. An act for the relief of Rev. Ar-
mando Fuoco;

5.267. An act for the relief of Pantelis
Morfessis;

8. 662. An act for the relief of Julie Nicola
Frangou;

8. T40. An act for the relief of Santa Mu-
claccia (Sister Maria Fridiana), Teresa Sara-
gaglia (Sister Maria Eutropia), and Caterina
Isonnl (Sister Maria Giovita);

S.747. An act for the relief of Jacek Von
Henneberg;

S.893. An act for the relief of David T.
Wright;

S.915. An act for the relief of Augusta
Bleys (also known as Augustina Bleys);

5.024. An act for the relief of Sofia B.
Panagoulopoulos Eanell;

S.929. An act for the rellef of Cleopatra
Stavros Milionis;

5.945. An act for the relief of Moshe Gips;

8.1062. An act for the relief of Eileen
Joaquim Boa;

S.1209. An act for the relief of Dr. Uheng
Khoo;

S.1265. An act for the relief of the estate
of SBusie Lee Spencer;

S8.1594. An act for the relief of Berenice
Catherine Montgomery;

5. 1691. An act to authorize Potomac Elec-
tric Power Co. to construct, maintain, and
operate in the District of Columbia, and to
cross Kenilworth Avenue NE,, in said Dis-
trict, with certain railroad tracks and re-
lated facilities, and for other purposes;

5.2534. An act for the relief of Dora Vida
Lyew Seixas;

5.2698. An act to provide for the appoint-
ment of an additional district judge for the
southern district of Mississippi;

S.2773. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide for the transportation
and distribution of mails on motor-vehicle
routes,” approved July 11, 1940 (54 Stat.
756);

8.2937. An act to amend the United States
Housing Act of 1937 so as to extend for 5
years the period in which the families of
veterans and servicemen may be admitted
to low-rent housing without meeting the
requirements of section 15 (8) (b) (il) of
that act;
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5. Con. Res. 60. Concurrent resolution fa-
voring the suspension of deportation of cer-
tain aliens; and

8. Con. Res. 61. Concurrent resolution fa-

voring the suspension of deportation of cer=
tain aliens.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.1883. An act for the relief of the
legal guardian of Franklin Jim, a minor,

AERONAUTICAL RESEARCH

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 453, Rept.
No. 1259), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
7328) to promote the national defense by
authorizing the construction of aeronautical
research facilities by the National Advisory
Committee for Aeronautics necessary to the
effective prosecution of aeronautical research,
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlied
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the
5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

WORKS OF IMPROVEMENT FOR
SOIL CONSERVATION

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com=
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 454, Rept.
No. 1260), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 6788)
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to
cooperate with States and local agenciles in
the planning and carrying out of works of
improvement for soil conservation, and for
other purposes, and all points of order
against said bill are hereby waived. After
general debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and continue not to exceed 2 hours, to
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter=
vening motion except one motion to re-
commi
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PUERTO RICO

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication which was
read:

MarcEH 1, 1954.
Hon. Josep W. MARTIN, Jr.,
Speaicer, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.:

All in Puerto Rico shocked by the savage
and unbelievable lunacy perpetrated today
by persons completely unrepresentative of
the decent feelings of Puerto Ricans. Please
convey to the House as well as to the wounded
Members the deep solidarity of the whole
Puerto Rican people who condemn with all
their strength this dastardly deed.

Luis MURNOz-MARIN,
Governor.

The SPEAKER. The Delegate from
Puerto Rico [Mr. FERNGs-ISERN] is rec-

ognized. .

Mr. FERNOS-ISERN. Mr. Speaker,
on no occasion eould I address this House
with deeper sorrow. To add to my con-
sternation, the name of the dear island
of my birth was invoked by the reckless
vandals who staged this terrible deed
yesterday. To know that five of our be-
loved colleagues in this House have been
wounded, the innocent victims of fanati-
cism, of fanatical terrorism, even though
with the help of God their lives have
been spared, has brought awe, grief, and
indignation to the people of Puerto Rico.

‘When have the people of Puerto Rico,
through their elected representatives,
come before this Assembly with a request
or proposal that has not been kindly
received and the wishes of the people
recognized and carried out? And who
has given any authority, representation,
or task concerning the affairs of Puerto
Rico, to obscure blood-spilling individu-
als under the spell of diabolic inspiration,
who have moved away and are no longer
members of our island community, in this
way to disturb the peace and mind of
the great people of the United States,
including the loyal citizens of the island
of Puerto Rico? Why should the orderly
business of Congress be interrupted by
an unspeakable act, not only criminal,
but stupidly and absurdly tragic? The
bullets that were shot did not only sorely
hurt five of our colleagues; they all hit
the heart of Puerto Rico. May the Lord
protect us from greater sorrows.

Mr. Speaker, in the name of the great
people of Puerto Rico, I offer condolence,
both collective and personal, to our fallen
colleagues and their families, to the Con-
gress and to the whole of the people of
the United States. I request unanimous
consent to extend my remarks at this
point and to include in the Recorp the
statement made yesterday by the Gov-
ernor of Puerto Rico, and the resolution
adopted last night by the Legislative As-
sembly of Puerto Rico:

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF THE LEGISLATIVE

ASSEMBLY OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF
PuerTo RICO

Press reports from Washington have just
been received informing that a group of
persons entered the floor of the House of
Representatives of the United States, then
in session, and treacherously attacked its
Members, wounding several distinguished
Members of Congress. The assailants have
been identified as members of the scant
group of terrorists who call themselves the
Nationalist Party of Puerto Rico. The peo-
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ple of Puerto Rico condemn and repudiate
the actions of that group of fanatical ter-
rorists. The bonds between the United States
and Puerto Rico are predicated by the will
of the people of Puerto Rico and of the Con-
gress of the United States, on a common
citizenship and on mutual respect and
esteem: Therefore, be it

Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of
Puerto Rico on behalf of all the people of
Puerto Rico:

1. To repudiate and condemn, most em-
phatically, the cowardly and inconceivable
attempt against the life of men who repre-
sent the will of their people.

2, To declare before the world that the
act which we now repudiate and condemm,
far from representing any sentiment of the
people of Puerto Rico, constitutes an aggres-
sion against our own people and provokes
in us such anger and indignation as is diffi-
cult to express in any language.

3. To transmit to the Congress of the
United States and to the distinguished Con-
gressmen who were wounded, the sympathy
and solidarity of the legislative assembly
and of all the people of Puerto Rico.

SamMUEL R. QUINONES,
President, Senate of Puerto Rico.

STATEMENT OF THE GOVERNOR oF PuErTO Rico
The whole people of Puerto Rico are deeply
indignant because of this savage and unbe-
lievable lunacy which does not express even
in the most remote way the peaceful and
decent nature of the Puerto Rican people.

Mr. HALLECK. WMr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend in the REc-
orp at this point certain cablegrams and
telegrams.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

(The matter referred to follows:)

Morvis, PuerTo Rico, March 2, 1954.

House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.:

Please accept our most sincere expression
of regret for the most contemptible and in-
famous incident that occurred yesterday.
This munieipality of Morovis very deeply re-
grets and condemns this inconceivable act
which in no way reflects the feelings and
ideals of the people of Puerto Rico.

AnTOoNIO M. CoLON,
Mayor.
‘WasHINGTON, D. C., March 1, 1954.
The Honorable JosepH MARTIN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives:

It is with great emotion and indignation
that I hear of the criminal attacks against
the Members of the House. The feeling of
shock that such a terroristic action has
caused in your country will be fully shared in
France. I form heartfelt wishes for the
prompt recovery of your wounded colleagues,

Sincerely,
HeNrI BONNET.

WasHINGTON, D. C., March 1, 1954.
The SPEAKER,
The Capitol, Washington, D. C.:

On behalf of my colleagues and myself I
want to express to you, Mr. Speaker, our
horror and indignation at what happened
this afternoon at the Capitol. We feel great-
ly relieved and gratified that the dastardly
deed did not cause the loss of life. Kindly
extend to the wounded Congressmen our
deepest sympathy.

WiLHELM MORGENSTIERNE,
Norwegian Ambassador, Dean of the
Diplomatic Corps.

March 2

8axn Juan ProviNCE, March 1, 1954.
Hon. JoserE W. MARTIN,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

The Legislative Assembly of Puerto Rico
adopted today the following concurrent
resolution:

“Press reports from Washington have just
been received informing that a group of per-
gons entered the floor of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States, then in
session, and treacherously attacked its Mem-
bers, wounding several distinguished Mem-
bers of Congress. The assailants have been
identified as members of the scant group of
terrorists who call themselves the Nationalist
Party of Puerto Rico. The people of Puerto
Rico condemn and repudiate the actions of
that group of fanatical terrorists. The bonds
between the United States and Puerto Rico
are predicated by the will of the people of
Puerto Rico and of the Congress of the
United States on a common citizenship
and on mutual respect and esteem: There-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of
Puerto Rico on behalf of all the people of
Puerto Rico:

“1. To repudiate and condemn, most em-
phatically, the cowardly and inconceivable
attempt against the life of men who repre-
sent the will of their people.

*‘2. To declare before the world that the act
which we now repudiate and condemn, far
{rom representing any sentiment of the peo-
Ple of Puerto Rico, constitutes an aggression
against our own people and provokes in us
such anger and indignation as is difficult to
express in any language.

“3. To transmit to the Congress of the
United States and to the distinguished Con-
gressmen who were wounded, the sympathy
and solidarity of the legislative assembly and
of all the people of Puerto Rico.”

SAMUEL R. QUINONES,
President, Senate of Puerto Rico.

—

SaN SaLvapor, March 2, 1954,
Hon. CAMARA DE REPRESENTANTES,
Washington, D. C.:
lea Legislativa hondamente con-
sternada lamenta grave incidente ocurido
hoy punto hace votos sinceros for restableci-
miento completo honorables Representates
lesionados punto franternalment,
JOSE MARIE PERALTA SALAZAR,
Presidente Asamblea Legislatativa de
El Salvador Centro America.

CALL OF PRIVATE CALENDAR
POSTPONED

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the calling of
the Private Calendar in order today may
be postponed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

MEXICAN AGRICULTURAL
WOREKERS

The SPEARER. The unfinished
business of the House is the question on
the adoption of House Resolution 450,
providing for the consideration of House
Joint Resolution 355, amending the act
approved July 12, 1951 (54 Stat. 119, 7
U. S. C. 1461-1468), as amended, relat-
ing to the supplying of agricultural
workers from the Republic of Mexico.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
because of the unusual situation, may
I ask, is this a vote on the adoption of
the resolution making in order consid-
eration of the bill?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is
correct. The vote is on the rule mak-
ing the legislation in order for con-
sideration by the House.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. COOLEY)
there were—ayes 197, noes 56.

So the resolution was agreed to.

PROVIDING FOR THE PRINTING OF
PROCEEDINGS AT THE UNVEILING
OF THE STATUE OF DR. MARCUS
WHITMAN

Mr., SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I call up for immediate
consideration House Concurrent Reso-
lution 196.

The Clerk read the House concurrent
resolution, as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed with illustrations and bound, in such
style as may be directed by the Joint Com-
mittee on Printing, the proceedings in Con-
gress at the unveiling in the rotunda, to-
gether with such other matter as the joint
committee may deem pertinent thereto,
upon the occasion of the acceptance of the
statue of Marcus Whitman, presented by the
State of Washington, 5,000 copies; of which
2,000 copies shall be for the use of the Sen-
ate, and for the use and the distribution by
the Senators from Washington; and the re-
maining 3,000 coples shall be for the use of
the House of Representatives, and for the
use of and the distribution by the Repre-
sentatives in Congress from the State of
Washington.

Sec.2. The Joint Committee on Printing
is hereby authorized to have the copy pre-
pared for the Public Printer, who shall pro-
vide suitable illustrations to be bound with
these proceedings.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the House concurrent resolution.

The House concurrent resolution was
agreed to, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. EBERHARTER asked and was
granted permission to address the House
for 30 minutes today, following the legis=
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered.

Mr. PHILBIN asked and was granted
permission to address the House for 20
minutes today, following the legislative
program and any special orders hereto-
fore entered
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PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to insert at this
point in the Recorp the following state-
ment,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
have obtained unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House today for 30 minutes.
My subject will be, “I Do Not Believe the
Material You Have Suggested Would Be
Useful”—An Outrageous Refusal by the
Secretary of the Treasury To Furnish
Information of a Nonconfidential Nature
to a Member of Congress.

To those who may not be able to be
on the floor this afternoon because of
the press of other official business, I re-
spectfully make the request that you take
time to read my remarks, believing that
they will be of interest to each indi-
vidual Member.

PROSECUTE THE OUTLAWS BUT DO
NOT INDICT A WHOLE PEOPLE

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Speaker, having been one of the two
congressional delegates to the United
Nations last fall, where I handled the
issue of self-government for Puerto Rico,
I believe I can add some understanding
to the great tragedy which struck the
House yesterday.

These assassins who shot down five of
our colleagues are members of the so-
called Nationalist Party of Puerto Rico.
This group, which has never qualified as
a legitimate political party, is a no-
torious terrorist organization. It is the
same organization which instigated the
bloody 1950 riots in Puerto Rico, the
assault on Government House and the
attempted murder of the Governor of
Puerto Rico, and which incited the mur-
der of the chief of the Puerto Rican po-
lice in 1936. Its members attempted
assassination of President Truman and
killed one of his guards in the same
ruthless demonstration of insanity that
was repeated here yesterday.

But in fairness to the 2% million peo-
ple of Puerto Rico, we should recognize
that this terrorist band represents less
than 500 members. The so-called Na-
tionalist Party no more represents the
true feelings of the people of Puerto Rico
than the Communist Party represents
the sentiments of the people of the
United States.

Moreover, let us not confuse this band
with the Independence Party, which is
a small, legitimate party that seeks to
achieve its political aims by democratic
and constitutional methods.

Through the free expression of an
overwhelming majority of its people in
democratic elections, Puerto Rico has
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achieved a full measure of self-govern-
ment under its new constitution. In
Puerto Rico’s association with the
United States, we continue to control
matters of defense and foreign relations.

When I presented the decision of the
United States Government on Puerto
Rican self-government before the United
Nations, the General Assembly endorsed
that decision. It was extremely impor-
tant to our relations with the rest of the
world that we should get that U. N. en~
dorsement.

In presenting that case before the bar
of world opinion, the United States dele=
gation was aided immensely by Dr. An-
tonio Fernés-Isern, Resident Commis-
sioner of Puerto Rico; the Honorable
Ernesto Ramos-Antonini, speaker of the
Puerto Rican House of Representatives:
Dr. Arturo Morales-Carrion, under sec-
retary of state; Dr, Jose Trias-Monge,
seqretary of justice; and other distin-
guished Puerto Rican-Americans. These
fine men are representative of all but the
lunatic fringe in a nation whose people—
citizens of the United States since 1917—
appreciate the mutual benefits obtained
by their present Commonwealth status.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the Govern-
ments of both the United States and
Puerto Rico prosecute every member of
this band for what they are, a band of
terrorists. But I also urge that we recog-
nize that the Puerto Rican people—with
slight exceptions—are strong friends of
the United States and are as shocked
and dismayed at yesterday's action as
we are.

REPORT ON PUERTO RICO AND THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, the Pub=-
lic Accounts Subcommittee of the Gov=
ernment Operations Committee is in the
process of reporting our findings on the
investigation which our subcommittee
undertook concerning the government of
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. In
view of yesterday’s unfortunate oeccur-
rence, I should like to take this oppor-
tunity to advise the Congress of an ex-
cerpt from our report on Puerto Rico.
I am making the statement at this time
in fairness to Governor Mufioz-Marin
and the other loyal American citizens of
Puerto Rico.

The excerpt is as follows:

One matter discussed with the Governor
was the situation regarding the Nationalist
Party and the role it played in the govern-
ment of Puerto Rico. The Governor stated
that this extreme group of radicals repre-
sented only a very small proportion of the
Puerto Rican citizens, estimated to be less
than 500 in number among the more than 2
million decent liberty-loving American citi-
zens of Puerto Rico. They agitate for com-
plete freedom for Puerto Rico, which is ex-
actly contrary to the wishes of the vast ma-
Jority of the Puerto Rican citizens., They
have not been able to elect a single member
to the Puerto Rican Legislature.
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There is no doubt, in my mind, that
there is a direct tieup between the Na-
tionalist Party of Puerto Rico and the
Communist International. The Gover-
nor is doing everything possible within
the framework of constitutional proce-
dure to suppress this group, whose ac-
tions are considered disgraceful and of
great harm to the cause of Puerto Rico.

Our subcommittee was very favorably
impressed by Governor Mufioz-Marin
and his administration as will be indi-
cated by our subcommittee report, which
will be submitted in the very near future.

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Works have until midnight to-
night to file a report on H. R. 8127, the
highway-aid bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]?

There was no objection.

BATTLESHIP “OLYMPIA"

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the RECORD,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
‘Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, in connec-
tion with the proposal of the Department
of the Navy that the famous old war-
ship Olympia be scrapped, I have today
introduced a bill to transfer the owner-
ship of the Olympia to the State of
Washington.

It is appropriate that this ship, with
its glorious history, and named, as it is,
after the capital of Washington State, be
preserved as an historic shrine to remind
future generations of the part our Navy
has played in the history of our great
Nation.

The Olympia was the flagship of Ad-
miral Dewey at the Battle of Manila Bay.
She was the ship that brought the body
of the Unknown Soldier back fo the
United States after the First World War.
She is now rusting at her berth in the
Philadelphia Navy Yard.

Mr. Speaker, I am most appreciative
of the predicament of the Navy. It is
obviously wasteful to maintain the Olym-
pia. Before any program to scrap her is
inaugurated, however, the people of her
namesake city and State should be given
the opportunity to claim her.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was given
permission to transfer the special order
granted him for yesterday to today.

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 10 minutes today, following any spe-
cial orders heretofore entered.

IMPORT FEES ON WOOL

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, less
than one-third of the wool consumed in
the United States is produced by Ameri-
can growers.

The balance of our supply is furnished
by foreign sources which can sell below
the American standard of living and
cost of production. Yet even so, we have
wool shorn in 1951 and 1952 stacked in
warehouses under our present loan-sup-
port program. The taxpayers are pay=-
ing for fighting the moths and for the
storage of this wool and we are loaning
money on the 1953 clip of wool, with
every indication that we will have to
foreclose on that and pay further stor-
age on support activities.

The Department of Agriculture has
told the Tariff Commission there is a
need for additional import fees to be
levied under secfion 22 of the Agricul-
tural Act. A Tariff Commission recom-
mendation on the matter has gone to
the President. The President now has
the authority to impose these import
fees, which would permit the American
grown wool to be sold on the American
market and for the Government to sell
its inventory without loss.

Surely the President will act promptly
and set an import fee sufficient to permit
our support program, voted by this Con-
gress, to work for our needed wool
industry.

MEXICAN AGRICULTURAL
WORKERS

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 355) amend-
ing the act approved July 12, 1951 (65
Stat. 119, 7T U. S. C. 1461-1468), as
amended, relating to the supplying of
agricultural workers from the Republic
of Mexico.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved it=-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the House Joint Resolu-
tion 355, with Mr. KEaTiNg in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
in%::f the joint resolution was dispensed
Wl

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CEDERBERG].

Mr, CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman,
our unfortunate colleague, Mr, ALviN M,
BenTLEY, one of the victims of yester-
day’s tragic event, was very much inter-
ested in this legislation. He was pre-
pared to express that interest by ad-
dressing the House during the debate. I
am going to read the remarks which he
would have presented had he had the
opportunity to do so. I want also to say
that I am thoroughly in accord with
what he has to say, and I want to em-
phasize that this is important to me in
my district as well, as our districts bor-
der one another, and are much the same
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in the great State of Michigan. How=-
ever, before I do that I would like to
make a statement regarding the condi-
tion of my colleague, and very dear and
close personal friend. I have been at the
hospital a number of times. The latest
report I had is that he is coming along as
well as could possibly be expected. I
talked to his sister some few minutes
ago. The family has been out there, and
they feel they are very fortunate that
his life has been spared, and we pray
th};t God will look after him and his dear
wiie.

This is the statement which was pre=
pared by Hon. ALvIN M. BENTLEY :

Mr. Chairman, in recent weeks I have re=
ceived a great number of letters from my
home district urging congressional action to
insure a supply of Mexican workers to har-
vest the so-called stoop crops for 1954. Be-
cause of the recent expiration of our agree-
ment with Mexico our growers face great
losses of vegetable and fruit crops if they
are not assured adequate hand labor. In
order to emphasize the serlousness of the
problem I would like to quote from some
of the letters I have received.

Mr. James Graham, of route 3, Freeland,
in calling attention to the need for Mexican
labor, states: “This will mean a lot to our
community as we grow a lot of pickles, to-
matoes, snap beans, sugar beets, etc., or all
work that takes stooped labor. Domestic
labor is very scarce and they do not prefer
this kind of work so the national labor is
very essential to our locality, without this
Mexican national agriculture labor it would
be very difficult for us to operate.”

Mr. R. C. Mayan, of Merill, Mich., states:
*“I know from my observation locally that
were it not for the Mexican nationals labor
brought Into this area that our crops of
sugar beets, pickles and cucumbers would
definitely have suffered for the lack of this
type of labor and I also know from experience
that the importing of white labor from the
South has not proven satisfactory.”

Mr. James W. Burgess, of St. Charles,
Mich., states: “We would appreciate your
full support for Public Law No. 78 to make it
possible in continuing migrating Mexican
national workers that are required for hand
labor and hoeing that we need for such
crops as sugar beets, picking cucumbers, hoe-
ing beans, and harvesting potatoes. These
are the major crops in our community.”

Mr. M. C. Henderson, executive secretary-
treasurer of Michigan Field Crops, Inc., a
nonprofit cooperative oganization serving
some 30,000 Michigan farmers in matters of
procuring field labor, writes that “Since be-
fore the beginning of World War II, local
domestic supplies have been insufficient to
harvest the many crops requiring hand labor,
such as cherrles, peaches, snap beans, pick-
les, sugar beets, onions and like products.”

Mr. C. L. Brody, executive vice president
of the Michigan Farm Bureau, writes:

“I am advised that available appropria-
tions for administration of the Mexican farm
labor program will be exhausted February
12, 1954. Since the expiration of the agree-
ment with Mexico on January 15, 1954, the
United States Government has instituted a
unilateral program in providing for the ad-
mission and contracting of Mexican labor.

“I understand that negotiations with Mex-
fco for a new bilateral agreement are being
carried on. In the meantime, however,
funds are needed to carry on the unilateral
program. I understand that under the uni-
lateral agreement several improvements in
the contract with Mexican nationals have
been put into effect by the Department of
Labor. This is an important matter to
Michigan as large numbers of Mexican work=
ers are needed.
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“Therefore, the Michigan Farm Bureau is
requesting your support, first, of a supple-
mental appropriation to carry on after Febru-
ary 12, 1954, and second, your support of
Senate Joint Resolution 121 and House Joint
Resolution 355 to authorize the unilateral
Mexican farm labor program. We are mot
informed as to the amount of money needed
for the supplementary appropriation, but
understand that the Budget Department has
approved $£550,000.

“We shall greatly appreciate your interest
and support.”

Letter after letter has emphasized again
and again the need for Mexican labor to
handle crops in Michigan. The growers must
have early action on this matter in order to
plan.

I have contacted the Labor Department
with regard to the need for labor in this area
and their findings confirm the need. Mr.
Robert Goodwin, Director of Labor's Bu-
reau of Employment Security, in answer to
my recent inquiry, stated: “Our farm place-
ment service does have a classification of
agricultural reporting areas which are con-
cerned only with agricultural labor data,
You are correct in your assumption that
there has been a shortage of seasonal farm
labor in your congressional district. Dur-
ing 1953 we certified to a shortage of such
labor in the Bay City area which includes
Baginaw County and 9 other adjacent coun-
ties, and permitted the temporary importa-
tion of 760 Mexican workers under the pro-
visions of Public Law 78 and 210 British
‘West Indians under the provisions of Pub-
lic Law 414."

The Michigan Employment Security Com-
mission in its postseason farm-labor report
for 1953 makes several statements in this
regard:

“Recruitment started In the early spring.
Since Michigan is a highly industrialized
State and factories are humming, no ap-
preciable number of local workers were avail-
able. It was necessary to recruit workers
from other States.

“Generally local labor was not interested
in working on activities necessary for pro-
duction and harvest of sugar beets, pickles,
and muck crops. However, vegetable, berry,
and fruit harvest appealed to them.

“For some activities which did not appeal
to domestic workers or in times of acute la-
bor shortages, the importation of foreign la-
bar was a vital factor in averting crop losses.”

This report also states that the 1954 season
presents the same problems with regard to
securing an adequate labor supply as did
1953. Many people feel that mechanized
equipment is replacing such labor but the
following statement from the aforemen-
tioned report indicates how gradual this
change is.

“No new mechanized equipment was in-
troduced in 1953 to materially reduce the
requirements of seasonal farm labor. Some
improvements were made in the design of
the sugar beet thinner and weeder as well
as the harvester. Farmers have not accepted
the thinner and weeder in the same man-
ner as the harvester. About 50 percent of the
beets were blocked, thinned, and weeded by
hand, whereas only 10 percent were har-
vested by hand labor.”

In closing I would like to emphasize that
the type of labor the Mexican nationals pro=
vide is very indispensable to the vegetable
and fruitgrowers of Michigan. I strongly
urge the passage of House Joint Resolution
355 which will authorize recruitment of such
labor at the border.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple
bill. I think it has been represented to
be a great many things which it is nof.
In the first place, it is not a bill involv-
ing foreign policy in any sense. It is
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not a wetback bill; as it has been called,
except in the sense that the passage
of this legislation will assist the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Immigration
Service in controlling the illegal influx
of the wetbacks.

I do not think anyone would seriously
contend that this Nation or any nation
does not have the right and authority
to prescribe the conditions under which
those who enter it from the outside may
obtain and carry out employment in this
country. It is true that in the past we
have operated the Mexican-labor pro-
gram under an agreement with Mexico,
setting up the terms of employment,
and other conditions under which these
Mexican laborers should work in this
country.

We did that not because there was
any necessity for doing it but simply as
a matter of comity and as a way of
bringing about a better understanding
between the two countries with respect
to the use of this labor.

This resolution does not in any sense
affect the wetback or illegal entrant into
this country. The Attorney General has
requested the passage of this legislation
for the reason that he believes it will
help contrel the illegal immigration.
Those who come into this country and
who are placed on farms in this coun-
try under the program will all come in
legally; they will come in through the
regular ports of entry.

If there is a way by which these Mex-
icans can come in legally, I believe it is
reasonable to assume, that there will be
a smaller number who will try to come
in illegally; and we do know that they
will come in one way or another because
of the great difference in the wage scales
in the two countries.

We have had no cooperation from the
Mexican Government in keeping out the
Mexican labor because as I understand
it, under the constitution of Mexico that
country has no authority to prevent any
Mexican citizen from leaving or enter-
ing that country—at least that is the
reason they have given for their failure
to prevent illegal entrants from leaving
Mexico. So we have had no cooperation
from that nation in our efforts to keep
out the wetbacks. With a borderline of
more than 2,000 miles between this
country and Mexico it is impossible to
keep all illegal entrants out. We be=
lieve this legislation makes it possible
to set up a program whereby those who
enter legally will be able to find employ=-
ment at good wages. It is felt by the At-
torney General, by the Department of
Labor and by the Department of Agri-
culture that the bill will very materially
assist in relieving the wetback problem
and at the same time furnish American
farmers with a needed labor supply.

I want to take just a moment or two
to give you something of the history of
this program. During the war we had
a labor program which expired in 1947,
and since that time we have been op-
erating under the present program.
Every year we have had much difficulty
in negotiating an agreement with the
Mexican Government. I am not going
to detail the situation as it occurred
wyear by year, but generally speaking the
Mezxican Government refused to make
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an agreement, or kept postponing any
final decision or any action on the mat-
ter, until the peak season for the use of
the labor had arrived in this country.
Then under the pressure of that situa-
tion our negotiators were forced to ca=
pitulate to the Mexican demands or go
without any labor whatever.

Mr. Chairman, coming down to this
year, negotiations with Mexico under the
present law began last October and con-
tinued up to January without any agree-
ment being reached. Contrary to what
has been said, these negotiations have
never been broken off by the American
Government. However they were sus-
pended as far as any action taken was
concerned for a brief period, in fact until
after the hearings were begun on this
legislation, at which time they were re-
sumed, and I am happy to say that some
progress has been made. I attribute
that progress to the fact we have been
considering this legislation.

I do not desire, of course, to criticize
the great nation of Mexico or its gov-
ernment, but I believe that most of our
trouble in connection with these nego-
tiations has come about because of the
fact that the Government of Mexico has
felt we could not carry out this program
without an agreement with that country.
As long as they felt that that was the
situation they held out for all they could
get, in the way of concessions, and some
very unreasonable concessions it seems
to me.

More than that, in the past, the Mex-
ican Government has chosen to apply a
unilateral interpretation of the provi-
sions of these agreements. American
farmers who thought that they had a
contract for Mexican laborers based
upon an agreement soon found out that
they did not have the contract they
thought they had at all, For one thing,
the Mexican Government Ifrequently
raised a question about subsistence rates
which the agreement covered rather spe=
cifically. But after a contract had been
made, American farmers were con-
fronted with demands from Mexican
consuls in this country that the subsis-
tence rate be raised.

In addition to that, farmers who
have undertaken to use this labor have
found that the Mexican consuls were
demanding that the wage be increased
above the prevailing wage in the com-
munity.

Furthermore, the Mexican Govern=
ment has arbitrarily assumed the au-
thority to blacklist entire counties in the
United States and to forbid their na-
tionals from working in those counties
without any reason whatsoever as far
as anyone in this country was able to
find out.

They have insisted upon certain in-
surance provisions being put into effect
which were not in any way made man-
datory by provisions of the agreement
between the two countries.

I could go on and name other in-
stances, which I will not take the time
to do now, where the Mexican Govern=
ment has insisted upon a unilateral in-
terpretation of the contract. And be-
cause we needed this labor we have been
forced to agree to those interpretations,
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Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I shall be glad to yield
to the gentleman, briefly.

Mr. FISHER. As a matter of fact,
for the past year or probably 2 or 3
years, we have been operating virtually
under a unilateral agreement with
Mexico as a result of the interpretations,
arbitrary and summary, that have been
made on the part of Mexico with respect
to these various points to which the gen-
tleman has just referred; is that not
correct?

Mr. HOPE. Yes, I think that is a very
accurate and a fair statement of the
matter.

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr HOPE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GOLDEN. Is it not true that the
negotiators on the part of Mexico in-
sisted on many benefits to these Mexi-
can nationals that were not given to our
own people here in America; and that
they continued to insist upon those
without making any efforts to agree for
many, many months, while our negotia-
tors were trying to make a decent agree-
ment with that country?

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman is entirely
correct.

Mr. FISHER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me for another ques-
tion?

Mr HOPE. I shall be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FisHER],

Mr. FISHER. It is also true that as
to practically every one of these points
to which the gentleman has referred,
pertaining to subsistence, minimum
wages, blacklisting, insurance, the in-
terpretations the Mexican Government
has given to those points and the posi-
tion of the Mexican Government on
those points have been directly contrary
to the wording of the international
agreement that has been in effect; is not
that correct?

Mr. HOPE. I am sure that the hear-
Ings, which were quite extensive on this
measure, will bear out the statement
that the gentleman has made.

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. JoNAs].

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Would the gen=
tleman explain whether there is any pro-
vision in the bill to assure us that the
Mexicans who come over here to do this
work—and I am in sympathy with this
bill—can be gotten out of this country
and back to Mexico, to be sure that they
do not stay here and interfere with our
immigration laws? The language in the
bill does not spell that out very clearly to
me. From the gentleman's study of the
bill, I thought he might be able to throw
some light on that subject.

Mr. HOPE. This bill simply amends
the act which we passed last year by
saying that it shall be in effect not only
when there is an agreement with Mexico,
but also after efforts have been made in
good faith to reach an agreement, and
there has been a failure to reach an
agreement. So the provisions of the bill
which we passed last year govern, as far
as the return of these Mexicans to Mexico
is concerned, after they have completed
their contracts in this country.
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The provisions of the bill to which this
joint resolution is an amendment pro-
vide that these people must return to
Mexico as soon as they have completed
their contracts in this country; that they
are here illegally after that time.

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Will the gen-
tleman yield to me for one further ques-
tion?

Mr. HOPE.
from Illinois.

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. May I ask the
gentleman to give us an illustration, or
give us the benefit of his knowledge, of
what has transpired heretofore under the
existing law? Have we had any serious
trouble after bringing Mexican nationals
in, as we have been doing for years, in
getting a count on those who were here
and then getting them to return to
Mexico? Has there been any trouble
with those who did not return? Was
there interference with the immigration
authorities so that an additional burden
was thrown upon them? What is the
fact in respect to that?

Mr. HOPE. No; there has been no
serious trouble with the Mexicans who
came in legally under this program. The
gentleman knows, as we all know, that
many Mexicans come in illegally. Those
who come in illegally and who are not in
any way affected by this bill have caused
most of the trouble.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. If the people did
not hire the wetbacks they would not
come in, would they? Somehody in this
country is hiring them, otherwise there
would not be an inducement for them to
come in here.

Mr. HOPE. That is wundoubtedly
true. What this bill does is permit en-
trants to come in legally, so that we will
not have to depend on the wetbacks to
harvest our crops and keep our food sup-
ply from spoiling. If we do not pass
this legislation we know Mexicans will
come in. They have come in every year
illegally. We know they will continue
to as long as there is the differential be-
tween wages in this country and Mexico
that exists at the present time. Those
people are coming in, There is no way
to keep them out on a border 2,000 miles
long. We could not keep them out ab-
solutely unless we had the United States
Army strung along that border. But we
believe and the Attorney General be-
lieves we will have less trouble and fewer
illegal entrants if we permit them to
come in legally. That is the purpose of
this legislation.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
of course recognizes that the Govern-
ment of Mexico has a right to under=-
take to protect its own nationals?

Mr. HOPE. I do not recognize they
have a right to protect their own na-
tionals which is superior to the right of
this country to define the conditions un-
der which citizens of another country
may seek and obtain and carry out em-
ployment in this country.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I wish the gen=
tleman would think that answer of his
over, because I hardly think it repre-
sents the views of my friend, having
served with him so many years, because

I yield to the gentleman
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we cerfainly are acting unmilaterally in
this bill. The gentleman’s answer would
indicate that he does not recognize the
right of the Government of Mexico, al-
though we may not agree with it, to un-
dertake to protect its own mnationals.
The gentleman's answer would indicate
that he denies that.

Mr. HOPE. They have a right to un-
dertake anything they want to, but we
do not have to yield to their ideas as to
what conditions their nationals should
work under in this country. They are
here by reason of our sufferance, as far
as that is concerned. We admit them
here for a certain purpose. They are
here by our permission while they are
here. I am sure my friend does not
want to say that we do not have the
right as a sovereign nation to say how
they shall conduct themselves while they
are in this country.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
says they are here by sufferance. We
are trying to induce them to come here,
are we not? A wetback would be here in
violation of the law.

Mr. HOPE. They do not obtain any
rights when they come in here that we
do not choose to give them.

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle-
man think the passage of this joint res-
olution would be conducive to good re-
lationships between the United States
and the Government of Mexico?

Mr. HOPE., Let me answer in this
way: These negotiations have been going
on since last October. I will not say
they broke down in January because they
never were actually broken off, but we
submitted a proposal to the Mexican
Government at that time. We had no
reply from it. However, since the intro=
duction of this legislation and the hear-
ings that were held by the Committee on
Agriculture, these negotiations have been
resumed, and I am happy to say some
progress has been made. Ido not believe
that indicates that there has been any
disruption of our relations or any
worsening of our relations during that
time. As I said a while ago, as long as
the Mexican Government believes that
we have to operate under an agreement
it is going to be pretty tough to get along
with. But we do not have to operate
under an agreement. We can operate
unilaterally,. When they are convinced
of that fact, as I think they are now, I
believe it will be possible for us to reach
an agreement within a very short time.
Of course, we want to reach an agree-
ment. That is the purpose.

Mr. McCORMACK. I understood it
was said we had to operate under a bi=
lateral agreement.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] Ninety-three
Members are present, not a quorum.
The Clerk will eall the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 20]
Ayres Carrigg Davis, Tenn,
Baker Celler Dawson, 11,
Battle Chatham Dingell
Bentley Chelt Durham
Buckley Clardy Ellsworth
Campbell Coudert Fallon
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Gamble Oakman Sheppard
Jensen Reed, 111, Taylor
Eersten, Wis. Richards Thomas
Krueger Rivers Vursell
Lantaff Roberts Wainwright
Morrison Roosevelt Weichel

Moulder, Mo. Shafer

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr, KeaTiNG, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Comit-
tee, having had under consideration
House Joint Resolution 355, and finding
itself without a quorum, he had directed
the roll to be called, when 387 Members
responded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Minne=-
sota [Mr. HaGEN].

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I have stood in the well of the
House for several years now to call the
attention of the Members of this body
and their staffs and families to an in-
teresting and very helpful opportunity
afforded all of us. During the historic
lenten season which begins on Wednes-
day, March 3, the various Protestant de-
nominations cooperate in noonday serv=-
ices daily on Capitol Hill.

The services are held daily, Monday
through Friday, from 12:10 to 12:30 in
the Lutheran Church of the Reforma-
tion, 212 East Capitol Street, and the
speakers are from the various Protestant
denominations. Everybody will receive
a most cordial welcome.

The church is located opposite the
Folger Shakespeare Library and across
the street from the Library of Congress
and the Supreme Court. It is, therefore,
in quick walking distance from the Capi-
tol and the Senate and House Office
Buildings.

In these difficult days in which we live
and study national and world problems
1, for one, believe most sincerely that we
should learn and understand afresh the
spirtual foundations of our democratic
way of life. We can strengthen our
country in the long run only upon these
spiritual foundations of our democratic
way of life.

The lenten season comes at a fitting
time to reinforce and guide us all.

I would commend these services to my
fellow Members for their personal at-
tendance. I would also suggest that we
make it possible for our staffs to attend.

The list of speakers for the entire 6
weeks period is as follows:

Ash Wednesday, March 3: Dr. Law-
rence D. Folkemer, Church of the Refor-
madtion.

Thursday, March 4: Rev. Robert E,
Lee, St. Luke’'s Lutheran Church.

Friday, March 5: Rev. Robert J. Plumb,
St. Mark’s Episcopal Church.

Monday, March 8: Dr. Hirl A. Kester,
Waugh Methodist Church.

Tuesday, March 9: Mrs. Clarence T.
Nelson, Augustana Lutheran Church.

Wednesday, March 10: Mrs. Nelson.

Thursday, March 11: Mrs. Nelson.

Friday, March 12: Mrs. Nelson.

Monday, March 15: Rev. James C.
Fahl, Metropolitan Presbyterian Church,
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Tuesday, March 16: Dr. Edward G.
Latch, Metropolitan Methodist Church.

Wednesday, March 17: Dr. Latch.

Thursday, March 18: Dr. Albert P.
Shirkey, Mount Vernon Place Methodist
Church.

Friday, March 19: Dr. Shirkey.

Monday, March 22: Rev. Paul Diehl,
Trinity Methodist Church.

Tuesday, March 23: Dr. Carl Heath
EKoupf, First Congregational Cuurch.

Wednesday, March 24: Dr. Kopf.

Thursday, March 25: Dr. Kopf.

Friday, March 26: Dr. Kopf.

Monday, March 29: Rev. Paul E. Horn,
Memorial Evangelical United Brethren
Church.

Tuesday, March 30: Dr. Clarence W.
Cranford, Calvary Baptist Church.

Wednesday, March 31: Dr. Cranford.

Thursday, April 1: Dr. Cranford.

Friday, April 2: Dr. Cranford.

Monday, April 5: Rev. Duane Ramsey,
Church of the Brethren.

Tuesday, April 6: Rev. Paul R.
Schearrer, Takoma Park Presebyterian
Church.

Wednesday, April 7: Reverend Schear-
Ter.

Thursday, April 8: Dr. Edward H. Pru-
den, First Baptist Church.

Friday, April 9: Dr. Pruden.
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Monday, April 12: Rev. Otto Reimherr,
Hope Lutheran Church.

Tuesday, April 13: Dr. Carl R. Simon,
Keller Memorial Lutheran Church.

Wednesday, April 14: Dr. Folkemer.

Thursday, April 15: Dr. Robert E, Van
Deusen, National Lutheran Council.

Good Friday, April 16: The 3-hour
service, 12 to 3 p. m.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 40 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it is with great regret
that I find myself in opposition to the
members of my committee, the Commit-
tee on Agriculture, which presented this
joint resolution for your consideration.

For almost 20 years now I have served
on that very important committee. Dur-
ing that entire time I have served with
my beloved colleague from Kansas, the
distinguished gentleman who is now
chairman of that committee, Mr. CriF-
rorD Hore. No fairer man ever lived.
No greater American ever lived. Dur-
ing the 20 years we have served together
seldom, if ever, have we had even the
slightest kind of controversy.

I want you to know just what has hap-
pened with reference to this resolution.
I assure you that in my consideration of
it I have divorced myself from every
partisan consideration. I have ap-
proached it with an impartial mind in
an effort to judge it for what it was
worth. In opposing this resolution I
have nothing at stake except my inmost
feelings and my own integrity. I accord
to every other member of my committee
the best of motives, although I question
the wisdom of their judgment.

I bring this opposition to you to the
end that you may evaluate it and may
lift yourselves above the bondages of
prejudices and partisan politics. I pre-
sent it to you in the hope that we may
reason together in the best interests of
our own great country.
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Just one minute about the history of
the legislation. We were called into ex-
ecutive session on February 3 by our dis=
tinguished chairman to consider our
legislative program for the current ses=
sion. On that morning almost all the
members of our committee were there.
When we entered the room for executive
session, lo and behold we found there a
man by the name of Rocco Siciliano,
Assistant Secretary of Labor. Our chair=-
man asked us if we would hear the As-
sistant Secretary of Labor discuss a reso-
lution which he then presented and
discussed. The doors of our committee
room were closed. Not another human
being except the members of the com-
mittee heard Mr. Siciliano’s testimony.
When he had concluded his presenta-
tion, I interrogated him and one of the
questions I propounded was in substance
this: Is this resolution not likely to im-
pair the friendship between the great
Governments of America and the Re-
public of Mexico? To which he replied:
“It might have very grave effect.”

Now, that is in the record. I want to
say here that when Mr. Siciliano con-
cluded his statement, I pointed out to our
distinguished chairman that we were in
star chamber session, that no public
hearings had been held, and that this
was was a highly controversial bill, and
that I thought that by all means we
should open the doors of our committee
room and have public hearings. The
always reasonable chairman of our great
committee immediately arranged for
public hearings. So the committee room
doors were opened. The public was in-
vited to come and present their views,
pro and con. They came fronr near and
far, and we had extensive hearings. I
do not believe that any member of the
committee now regrets that we threw
open the doors of the committee room
and held public hearings.

I am frank to say, unfortunately, that
the public hearings did not change many
opinions of the members of that commit=-
tee. Why did this man appear there on
February 3? I will tell you why. He
came there unannounced. No member
of our committee knew he was coming
except, perhaps, the chairman, and he
came there because on the day before,
February 2, the great Comptroller Gen=
eral of the United States had issued an
order, the effect of which was to say to
the Labor Department, ‘“You are operat-
ing an illegal program and you must
stop.” So within 24 hours, this man
from the Department of Labor, Mr,
Siciliano, appeared before our committee
and wanted us to legalize that which
Lindsay Warren had said was illegal. So
we had the hearings. I asked who rep-
resented agriculture on the negotiating
team, and Mr. Siciliano looked at his col-
leagues from the Department—and I
said, “Do you mean you do not know the
man’s name?” and they did not even
know the man’s name nor his title. So
then I said this is an amendment to an
agricultural law; where is the report
from the Department of Agriculture; and
they looked around and they did not even
have a report. But from that day on

they got a report from Agriculture, Jus-
tice, Labor, and from the Department
of State. But every single one of those
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communications was signed by a man in
the lower echelon—not a Cabinet officer
would dignify this measure by signing his
name to any document approving its
passage. The four departments, and I
called them the “four horsemen,” rode
herd on our committee for 2 weeks. The
chairman had said that at the end of
the hearings we would go into executive
session for the vote.

Go back one minute. In that star-
chamber session—and it was & star-
chamber session—there was an effort
made to report this bill. When I pointed
out the unheard-of procedure about to
be followed, the man who made the
motion withdrew it.

Now we have this measure here. They
went straight from our committee room
to the Rules Committee. The transeript
of the evidence had not even been made
available to the Members of this House.
They demanded a rule, and even at that
moment the hearings were not available.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the genile=-
man from California.

Mr. SHELLEY. Will the gentleman
advise us the number of members of the
committee present at the time the bill
was acted upon by the committee?

Mr. COOLEY. I think I can do that
with propriety, because it was disclosed
to the Rules Commiitee. Although the
distinguished chairman had announced
that the vote would come immediately
upon the conclusion of the hearings,
although every member of the commit-
tee knew that, when the chips were down
and the votes were taken, ouf of 16 Re-
publicans on that committee only 6 were
there. Six out of 16. I am sure all of
them had a perfectly legitimate and
proper excuse to be absent. But the fact
is they were not there. So this bill comes
out here as if it were a unanimous re-
port from our Committee on Agricul-
ture, when 10 Republicans did not even
record their votes or express their wishes
in the final vote.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to my distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman has at-
tempted to reflect upon the attendance
record of the Republican members.

Mr. COOLEY. No, no.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman does recall
that it was February 12, Lincoln’s
birthday?

Mr., COOLEY. Certainly I am not
criticizing any of the members of our
great committee. I realize that the vote
was taken, as my chairman has said, on
Lincoln’s birthday, February 12. I am
perfectly willing to believe that each ab-
sent member had a perfectly legitimate
excuse for being absent on that day, but
the fact remains that only 6 Republicans
attended the meeting. I am trying to
emphasize the fact that there was no
urgency which could have possibly re-
quired that the voting should have taken
place on Lincoln’s birthday. Certainly I
did not call for the vote, nor did I ar-
range for the meeting. I was perfectly
willing at all times for the meeting to
have been postponed. Actually, had the
decision been left to me, I would have
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postponed it indefinitely pending the
negotiations which had been resumed at
the request of the President of our own
great country. But the vote was taken.
My colleagues know that I patiently
waited for a quorum to arrive, When
the meeting was called to order a quorum
was not present, but finally 17 out of the
30 members came into the committee
room and the votes were taken. Four-
teen voted “aye,” 2 voted “no,” and there
was 1 abstention. Six Republicans and
8 Democrats, making a total of 14, less
than a majority of our 30-man commit-
tee, reported this very urgent adminis-
tration must legislation. I still wonder
why the must. The only explanation is
that our Government officials thought
that they must have a blackjack. You
just do not compose differences with
blackjacks and bowie knives or shotguns
and pistols.

Mr. HOPE. Does the gentleman con-
tend there are more than two members
of the commitfee at this time who are
opposed to this legislation?

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no. I am not
making that contention at all. I am
perfectly willing to stand here alone in
my opposition to this resolution. There
is one thing that I have tried to teach
myself all the days of my life and that
is never to permit myself to be disap-
pointed. I was not disappointed by the
vote in our committee. I shall not be
disappointed by the vote which will soon
be taken on the pending measure. But
most of all, I shall not disappoint my-
self by offending my own sensibilifies
regarding this very important resolution.

My recollection is that the star-cham-
ber courts were abolished in England in
about 1640. I believe you will agree
with me that it would have been very
unfortunate if this resolution had been
reported by our committee at the time
that the first motion to report the reso-
lution was made. I cannot believe that
our great chairman would have per-
mitted this resolution to have been re-
ported under such circumstances. When
he realized the import of its purpose he
very readily agreed for hearings to be
held. I have no right to criticize the
actions of Senators, but I understand
that a similar resolution was reported
in a star chamber session without the
benefit of the testimony of a single soli-
tary witness at the other end of the Cap-
itol. Our committee has never oper-
ated in secrecy, and I hope that it never
shall. Regardless of the outcome, when
the final vote is taken here today, I
know that all of us will be happy in the
glad thought that our committee room
doors were thrown open and committee
hearings were held.

Let us dispel all this misunderstand-
ing about this important measure. I am
very much afraid that you have been
led to believe that this resolution merely
extends the existing law and the pro-
grams we have had through the years.
That is far from being the truth. Just
a moment ago I commended the chair-
man of the Rules Committee, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois, LEo
ALLEN, upon the splendid manner in
which he presented the rule, but I am
frank to say that just about all of the
debate on the rule was well calculated
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to lead Members to believe that this is
just merely an extension of the Mexican
farm labor law. Now what is the truth?
In 1948 Congress enacted a law, the pur=-
pose of which was to provide a program
for the recruitment of Mexican farm
lgbor. The law contemplated an agree=-
ment between the two countries, an
agreement with the dignity of a treaty,
but an agreement between employer and
employee which would provide a degree
of security for both. Under that law
agreements were negofiated, contracts
were made, and Mexican labor worked in
the fields of America. In 1951 when I
was chairman of the great Committee
on Agriculture that law was rewritten
and reenacted and pursuant to the
amended law other agreements were ne=
gotiated and other coniracts were writ-
ten. Under the present administration,
just last year, that law was renewed and
extended through the year 1955. This
was done at the request of the present
administration and the law is still in full
force and effect. Even the laws I have
referred to met with formidable opposi-
tion when each of the bills was presented.
It was never contemplated that Mexican
laborers would be brought into this coun=-
try to take the jobs of Americans. Mexi-
can labor was to be brought into America
only when American labor was not avail-
able, and only when the Department of
Labor had certified that American work-
ers were not ready, willing, and able to
take and to perform the jobs in which
labor was then needed,

When our committee was considering
an extension of the Mexican farm-labor
law in 1953, during the hearings, our
chairman, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Horel, indicated that he thought
that the agreements were working satis-
factorily, and actually the people in the
Department of Labor indicated that they,
too, thought that the agreements were
working well.

Now, all of a sudden, we find ourselves
in the very unfortunate position of not
being able to compose differences which
have arisen. We were told that there
were 7 or 8 points in dispute, but that
not one of them had been composed.
From the very beginning I insisted upon
an honest effort in further negotiations
to compose all the differences involved.
For some reason unknown to me and I
think actually unknown to you—the Re-
publican lash is being used and we are
told that this is a “must” bill, but we are
not told why it is a “must’ bill. Let me
remind you that the law is on the books;
our negotiators are negotiating; great
progress has been made and a contract
or agreement may soon be announced.

Now, perhaps you will think it is very
audacious of me, a Democratic Congress-
man to communicate with the White
House and with the others with whom
I have communicated.

My first objection was that this reso-
Jution would disrupt our friendly rela-
tions with our great neighbor south of
the border. Our people had terminated
the negotiations and had come home
north of the border to operate opera-
tions unilaterally. This was a great
affront and an insult of the people of
Mexico. So I called the White House
and I asked: “What did the President say
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to the Ambassador from Mexico about
this resolution?” I was told that the
President expressed the hope that nego-
tiations would be resumed immediately
and actually that very night in Mexico
City negotiations were resumed at Mr.
Eisenhower’s request, and they have
continued from that time up until now,
and the last report came to me yesterday
from the Department of Labor.

I checked also with the Mexican Am-
bassador.

Now, if your President and mine has
caused these negotiations to be resumed
why should we wave this red flag in the
face of the Mexican people? Why
should we insult them by saying that
they cannot negotiate with their neigh-
bors in good faith and cannot intelli-
gently compose differences?

The negotiations have led to this point,
that Mr. White, our Ambassador, has said
that within a week or two they will con-
clude an agreement. We were told by
the gentleman who flew in from Cali-
fornia that if this bill was not reported
before midnight tomorrow night and
signed by the President that the wet-
backs who had come into this country
legally would thereafter remain here il-
legally. He must have known that that
could have been rectified, and it was
indeed. Our Government officials have
authorized renewal of those employment
contracts for 6 weeks.

All I have been pleading for in con-
nection with this bill is to delay its con-
sideration until those negotiations could
be consummated and put into a written
document, an agreement. But no, they
have run the steamroller; and why,
heaven only knows, especially when we
realize that yesterday in Caracas a very
serious and important conference of the
American family of nations was con-
vened. Unfortunately the hostile at-
mosphere was so intense that our great
Secretary of State was met at the airport
and taken to his hotel in a bullet-proof
automobile with the heaviest guard that
ever surrounded a diplomat of our coun-
try. Here he is in that hostile atmos-
phere. Here we are about to insult and
offend Mexico. This resolution will
definitely offend the Republic of Mexico.

I called the Ambassador, a little un-
usual for a Congressman, I suppose, to be
calling a diplomat, but I did it because
of my intense interest in the interna-
tional aspects of this resolution. He
said definitely that it will have a bad ef-
fect on our relationship, that if we pass
this resolution it will hit the headlines of
all the newspapers of Mexico and great
antagonism will be aroused.

Why should we disturb Mr. Eisen-
hower’s negotiations, I ask you? Itisnot
urgent. The record shows that Mr. Si-
ciliano stated that this resolution was
brought here because this is the season
of the year when the labor was needed
less than at any other season of the year,
That is the record. Yet we have it here,

I did not stop with the White House,
I did not stop with the Mexican Ambas-
sador; I said before the Rules Commit-
tee that it was my belief that Secretary
John Foster Dulles had never known
anything about this resolution. I took
it upon myself to call the Secretary of
State and he frankly admitted that he
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did not know anything about it, but he
assured me he would investigate imme-
diately. The very next morning his
assistant was in my office. I discussed
the matter at length with him. I told
him about my opposition, about my ap-
prehension regarding the international
aspects, and he said he would go back
and reappraise it. The Mexican Ambas=-
sador went down to the State Depart-
ment to see Mr. Morton and to discuss it.
I did not stop there. I told the Rules
Committee that this resolution would
destroy all the good that had been ac-
complished by Milton Eisenhower’s trip
to South America. He went there on a
friendly mission, and this thing is an
unfriendly act.

I called Milton Eisenhower in Penn-
sylvania. He was surprised and amazed,
and told me he would call Secretary
Dulles the next day. Secretary Dulles is
a busy man—I am not blaming him.
But this is an important resolution. It
is not needed. We now have the law, the
negotiations are being carried on, and if
we can defeat this bill I venture the
assertion that within 10 days a contract
will be signed.

In a telephone conversation only yes-
terday morning I mentioned to Mr.
Siciliano the desirability of postponing
action in the House because negotiations
were coming along so well and that it
might prove embarrassing diplomatically
and to our negotiator. Mr, Siciliano
said, “I do not disagree with you at all.”
In fact, Mr. Siciliano said that Secretary
Mitchell had said at the White House
there might be reason for wanting to
postpone it. Then Mr. Mitchell said that
he would have to tell them at the White
House this might be embarrassing to Mr.
Dulles. The gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HaLrLEck] did not tell the member-
ship of this House what took place at the
White House, but here it is.

Mr. Chairman, here it is. Why on
earth should we do something to embar-
rass Mr. Dulles and to embarrass Am-
bassador White in our negotiations with
a friendly country?

I could stand up here and talk for the
rest of the day about this resolution and
about the law. The Lord in Heaven
knows I have no ax to grind, and I have
no purpose that should not be your pur-
pose; that is, to see to it that our Gov=-
ernment deals in a friendly way with a
friendly nation.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY, I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. HOEVEN. Did the gentleman
read the remarks of the majority leader
on yesterday or hear them, in which he
said that he had just come from a con-
ference at the White House and at that
conference with the President of the
United States he was told that this leg-
islation is vitally necessary?

Mr. COOLEY. I heard it. I heard
the speech of the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HaLLECK], but I am saying that
the gentleman did not tell the House
that Seeretary of Labor Mitchell said it
might be embarrassing to Mr. Dulles,

Mr. HOEVEN, The gentleman very
well knows that the State Department
has approved this legislation?
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Mr. COOLEY. The State Department
sent up a letter signed by an assistant,
Mr. Morton, yes, but not by Mr. Dulles.

Mr. HOEVEN. Does the gentleman
contend that he does not speak for the
State Department?

Mr. COOLEY. I contend that he has
no right to take the position he has in
what he has asked of this Congress. This
is not a continuation of law. He is ask-
ing this Congress to invalidate the law
that has been on the books since 1948,
and to come in through the back door.

Do you know what kind of diplomacy
this is? It is the “slam-the-door, go-it-
alone diplomatic policy”; and I mean
slam the door, because they have actu-
ally slammed the door on every employ=
ment station in the interior of Mexico.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Iyield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. We have the situ-
ation of our Secretary of State in Vene-
zuela now, appealing for amity among
the nations of North and South America.
Only Sunday the President sent a letter
to Dr. Charles W. Mayo, president of the
American Association for the United Na-
tions, on the occasion of the association’s
3-day conference on United States re-
sponsibility for world leadership; and
among other things the President said
that the United States leadership “re-
flects no ambition for world power. It
springs from no desire to interfere in the
internal affairs of another nation.”

Mr. COOLEY. Let me return to this
proposition to show that the negotiations
are almost concluded. And I pause to
say that if we pass this resolution, I
would not be a bit surprised if the Mex-
ican officials got up and walked out of
the conference. I said before the Rules
Committee that I did not see how Pres-
ident Eisenhower could, with good grace,
sign this resolution, approve it, knowing
that the negotiations were started at his
request.

Here is what Mr. Siciliano told me;
and I think this was dated March 1:

Our main difficulty now is that we are
having trouble in translating the agreement
on principles into writing. We have reached
an agreement on wages. We are going to
set the wages, but to put this agreement in
writing is our present difficulty. One thing
they have backed away from finally is that
they wanted to set the wages. We are willing
to give them the right of appeal if they
think the wages are too low. Our trouble
is now the language difficulty in putting
the agreement in writing.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. The question
I want to ask, Mr. Chairman, is: Does
the gentleman agree that this legislation
has had the effect of probably stimulat-
ing some agreement on the part of Mex-
ico for fear that if they do not get “on
the ball” and enter into an agreement,
we are going to adopt the same position
that Mexico has held? Will the gentle-
man agree to that?

Mr. COOLEY. That is the same as
saying, which everyone here knows to
be true, and as the gentleman from Iowa
said here yesterday, that this is a
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weighted blackjack. You cannot ne-
gotiate with friends with a blackjack in
your hand, or with a horse pistol in your
hand, or with a bullwhip in your hand.
If the gentleman thinks he is going to
blackjack the Mexicans into an agree-
ment, he is mistaken.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Does not the
gentleman think that we have permitted
the Mexicans to dictate to us over the
years and that we have had to accept
their terms in an emergency?

Mr. COOLEY. I can prove to the gen-~
tleman from the lips of Mr. Hope, of
Kansas, the chairman of the committee,
who said last year that this bill and
these contracts had operated success-
fully. You have never heard a complaint
about them.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. But we have
not got an agreement. That is what
we are asking for now.

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is not
asking for an agreement. He is asking
for a unilateral operation. {

Mr. JONES of Missouri, If they will
not give us an agreement; yes.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALTER. I should like to call
attention to the fact that under the
immigration and nationality code, the
Attorney General of the United States
has ample authority under whatever
regulations he deems necessary to deal
with this very situation. What disturbs
me is that if a treaty is not negotiated,
then the Attorney General will never get
around to working out the sort of an ar-
rangement which has proved so satisfac-
tory in the North, between the United
States and Canada. That is the im-
portant thing, as I see it.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to my distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. HOPE. I should like to find out

{from the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WaLTer], whom I re-
gard as a great authority on immigra-
tion law, the answer to this question. It
is perfectly true, of course, that the At-
torney General can arrange for the ad-
mission of these aliens into this coun-
try, but he cannot give them the pro-
tection that they get under Public Law
78, unless we pass this legislation to per-
mit the program to go into effect. That
is the question we are considering today,
and the only question.
. Mr. WALTER. I do not agree with
my distinguished friend at all. If he
will look at section 101 and section 214
(a) of the Immigration Code, he will find
that it is spelled out because, after all,
sitting in on the preparation of this sec-
tion of the bill was Mr. Fellows of Maine,
who had the problem in his State of the
Canadian woodsmen coming down tem-
porarily, Senator FErcUsoN of Michigan,
with the same problem as it related to
Windsor and Detroit, and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WiLson]l. We have
always felt that we pointed the way to
the Attorney General of the United
States, no matter who he is, to work out
& decent solution of this problem.
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Mr. HOPE. If the gentleman will
yield for one moment, I am sure my
friend from Pennsylvania is not contend-
ing that under the legislation to which
he refers the Department of Labor can
operate a placement program. That is
the question that is involved here,
whether they can operate a placement
program so as to protect these people as
we have been doing in the past.

Mr. COOLEY. I want to address this
remark to the lawyers in this House, and
I think even the laymen know it, that
you cannot have a unilateral agreement.
There is no such animal known to legal
jurisprudence. Whoever heard of a uni-
lateral agreement? What our officials
have done in Mexico is to slam the door
on the recruiting offices and to move
north of the Rio Grande and to carry
on in illegal fashion.

The New York Times published a
statement the other day that 100 Com-
munists a day were coming across the
border as wetbacks and finding their way
into the city districts of this country.

Going back to the negotiations, this is
what Mr. White said about it, and this is
sent to me from the Mexican Embassy.
It is a translation from Excelsior, a
paper published in Mexico City:

In a statement made to the press in Mon-
terrey, Ambassador White said that he was
hopeful that an agreement on Mexican mi-
gratory workers would be reached soon.

Ambassador White stated that the nego-
tiations are being conducted between the
two Governments in a spirit of great friend-
ship and understanding.

“We can emphatically state,” he added,
“that we have made real progress in the
negotiations and that we expect soon to
reach a definite agreement.”

That was back on February 23. They
have made much progress since then.

Mr. HOPE. That was after the com-
mittee had reported out the joint resolu-
tion?

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. But it
was only after my call to the White
House on February 10, before the bill was
reported, and after the President had no
doubt called Mr. White and insisted on
resumption of negotiations that progress
was made. Certainly it was not the reso-
lution that prompted the resumption of
negotiations; it was directly due to the
wish of the President after I had com-
municated with the White House.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman does not
contend, then, that we offended the
Mexican Government by reporting out
this bill?

Mr. COOLEY. No; but you will offend
them when you pass this resolution, be-
cause it will be the Congress of this great
country speaking. Up to then it was
only 6 Republicans and 8 Democrats in
the committee, but now the Congress is
about to act.

Let me go to another thing, and that
is the necessity of orderly recruiting.
The Mexican Government had insisted
on interior recruiting because they knew
if they had border recruiting all these
workers would flock to the border, as
they did, and they would have social
problems of great magnitude. They
would have thousands of people there
without food and shelter, and what
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would happen? Mob viclence would
break loose.

What did happen? Here are some of
the headlines:

“Mexican Pact Ends—Recruiting La-
bor at Border Begins Monday.”

That is from El Centro, Calif. Then
you have another one from the Imperial
Valley Press:

“Near Riot at Border—Mexican Bor-
der Violence Erupts.”

Another one:

“Unemployed Here Near
Peak.”

Here is another:
m“Vioience Shatters Border Recruit=-

g.""

The minute they put border recruit-
ing in—and that is what our officials
insisted on—this is what happened:

“Iron Curtain Border Policy Strength-
ened by Mexicans. Some Brave Guards
in Border Jumping.”

Here is one. “Thousands of Desperate
Mexican Laborers Charge Against Bor-
der Gates.”

They are doing that by the thousands.

“Border Shut Of for Week—Jobless
Mob Seek Entry.”

“Quota Fiiled Until Monday—Unem-
ployment Increases 510,000 Over Last
Month.”

This unemployment is in our own
country. Look at the mobs in this pie-
ture. Riot guns and tear gas used on
these poor, hungry Mexicans who are
trying to get in here to earn something
by working in the fields of America.

“United States Officers Hurling Back
Bracero Mob.” Our officers are hurling
back the Mexicans, people who want to
come over here to work. There are
thousands of them.

Here is another headline. “Surprise
Predawn Gate Opening Admits Bra-
ceros."”

“Emergency Police Forces Turn Back
‘Worker Hordes.”

Let me stop at this point to tell you
that I could go on indefinitely with these
headlines, Here is another one.

“Recruitment Full Steam Ahead as
Mexico Lifts Iron Curtain.”

“Drive Back Bracero Mob—Mexicans
Trampled in Rush on Border—Orderly
Recruiting Shattered as Milling Throng
Makes Break.” These are headlines in
American papers and these pictures
provide convinecing evidence why Mexico
does not want border recruiting.

Let me turn now to the cost of this
program. Do you know what it costs—
you economy-minded people? Out of
200,000 contract laborers coming into
America last year, 178,000 of the 200,000
went to the landlords of five States.
Mark that. The other 22,000 went into
22 other States.

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. DONOVAN. Will the gentleman
name the five States.

Mr. COOLEY. The five States are
Texas, California, New Mexico, Arizona,
and Arkansas. This program cost the
taxpayers 2% million dollars in 1953.
In other words, you are subsidizing the
big landlords of five States to the tune
of 2% million dollars.

Postwar
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. MADDEN. I wish the Members
who were not present yesterday during
the debate on the rule would read the
two telegrams which I inserted in my
remarks at page 2424 of yesterday’s Rec-
orRp, One was from Archbishop Robert
E. Lucey, who is President Eisenhower’s
Commissioner on Migratory Labor and
the other is from the Texas chairman of
the American GI Forum, Mr. Cristobal
Aldrete.

Mr. COOLEY. I hope that every
Member will read those messages. I
came here with the 1951 bill, and frankly
I had not studied this bill nor this pro-
gram as carefully as I have studied
the program during the last 30 days. In
the last 30 days I have studied every
aspect of this program and every im-
plication of this legislation. Are we go-
ing to support a program that costs the
taxpayers $215 million to furnish labor
for the landlords of five States, when, we
in our own country, under our own
farm program, and under the proclama-
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture, are
taking 30 million acres of fertile farm
land out of production of basic agricul-
tural commeodities? Where are those
workers who tilled those 30 million acres
in 1953 going to find jobs? Where are
they going to go to make a living? I
can show you pictures right now of bread
lines right here in this country. I have
a picture here showing the main street
of Phoenix, Ariz., where they are feeding
1,500 to 1,600 meals a day to idle people.
Does that not make an impression on
you? Are we going to bring Mexicans in
here to take jobs of American workers
who are idle and in bread lines? Let us
see where this program goes. Look at
how ridiculous this program is. Do you
know how many Mexican laborers went
to the great State of Illinois? Do you
know how many of those strong-backed
Mexican laborers from Mexico went to
Illinois? One hundred and nine. Do
you believe that the economy of a State
like Ilinois depends upon the strength of
109 Mexicans? In the city of Chicago,
In the great State of Illinois, they are
maintaining a great regional office, And
in Ohio, bless your soul, they did not even
get a single Mexican. There, too, they
are maintaining a regional office in
Cleveland. Please explain that to me,
if you will? Do you know how many
went to the great State of Kansas, the
State of my great and beloved chair-
man—five. Do you mean to tell me that
the economy of the State of Kansas de-
pends upon the labor of five Mexicans?
Do you know how many went to Wis-
consin—eight. I know that the great
State of Wisconsin can get along without
the labor of eight Mexicans. Now look—
there is something “rotten in Den-
mark”—I do not know what it is, but I
think it is our duty to find out.

One hundred and nine in Illinois; Towa
got 96. Now think of the cost of tak-
ing a Mexican from the Mexican border
out to Wisconsin. Do you believe that
any landlord in Wisconsin or Kansas or
Illinois is going to pay the fare and
maintenance en route for a worker to
come from, say, 500 miles south of the
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border to go up there to work in those
States? Oh, no.

Down in the corner of this chart there
is a statement which needs some ex-
planation. “One million nine hundred
and thirty-one thousand five hundred
and seven meals, including box
Iunches”—I know you all know what box
lunches are, especially you on the left
side of the aisle—“box lunches were pro-
vided to Mexican agricultural workers by
the United States Government, almost 2
million meals.”

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Will the gen-
tleman tell us who is going to pay for
that?

Mr. COOLEY. The people who gave
me this chart did not say until I called
their attention to it and asked them.
We provided in the law that you could
charge each landlord $15 per head to
bring the laborer up to the border. The
Department has operated that program
so as to make a profit. They paid for
the meals out of that fund. But do you
know what it costs now? They have re-
duced that $15 down to $6 on the
average.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Will you tell
us why they reduced it to $6?

Mr. COOLEY. Because they found it
did not cost $15.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. They were
making a profit?

Mr. COOLEY. Ycs. Even now they
have a surplus, but I am anxious to
know how these 8 men got up to Wis-
consin and these 5 brave Mexicans got
all the way up to Kansas. What were
they needed for? Do you mean to tell
me you cannot find five idle farm work-
ers in the great State of Kansas who are
willing to do stoop labor?

These people come across the border
in droves, by the thousands. Only
200,000 came over under contract, and
I think the record is that a million came
over illegally. About 800,000 of them
were deported.

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle=
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. BELCHER. I gathered from the
gentleman’s remarks that the first 20
minutes of his speech was in favor of
the continuance of the present operation.
Now the last 5 minutes of his speech, he
appears to be against the entire thing.

My speech is in two parts and both
parts are very vital. In the first place,
I want this resolution defeated. In the
second place, I want our committee to
look into this program from bottom to
top and to find out just how it has been
operated. I want to know why 5 Mexi-
cans from south of the border went to
the great State of Kansas and why 8
Mexicans from south of the border went
to Wisconsin, and further, why 96 Mexi-
can workers went to Towa and only 109
to Illinois. Who paid their way? Did
the landlords pay the bill or did Uncle
Sam pick up the check? Is our economy
so weak that we must depend upon Mex-
ican labor to provide the food and the
fiber for our own people?
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Until our committee has thoroughly
investigated and examined this program,
I am perfectly willing for the bilateral
program to continue, but I definitely do
not want workers from Mexico to take
jobs which are wanted and needed by our
own unemployed citizens.

I have talked, perhaps too long, but
actually I could go on for the rest of the
day and into the night. I have not yet
heard one sound or logical argument why
this resclution should be adopted. I
know that the party whip on the left side
of the aisle has been used in typical
Republican fashion. Perhaps those on
the left side of the aisle know why this
resolution is so urgent, but, unfortu-
nately, they have not let us in on their
great secret.

The passage of this resolution will be
unfortunate but the administration
wants it and perhaps the administration
will have it. What will become of broth-
er Milton’s friendly mission to the coun-
tries south of the border? Why is the
atmosphere at Caracas so hostile? Why
is the Mexican Ambassador so con-
cerned? If the passage of this resolu-
tion is not wise and in the interest of
our good neighbor policy, the decision
is that of the administration now in
power and the responsibility and the re-
sults are attached to those who are re-
sponsible for its passage. I know it is
unwise; I know it is not right; I know
that it will rise up to haunt us in the
days ahead. How can it be urgent; how
can it be right when our own citizens are
unemployed and in bread lines? Mexico
has insisted upon a continuation of the
contracts made under the old agreement
until a new agreement can be negotiated.
The arrogance of our Government is cal-
culated to inflame the minds of our
friends south of the border. When you
offend one member of a family of na-
tions, in a degree you offend all other
members of that family of nations. Is
there any earthly reason why we should
want to offend the people of Mexico?

The only way to cope with the wet=
back problem is to enforce our immi-
gration laws. The Mexican Government
is not willing to make prisoners of their
own citizens any more than the Ameri-
can Government is willing to imprison
us within the continental confines of
our own territory. Mexicans, as Ameri-
cans, have a right to move from their
nation into any other nation in which
they desire to go and in which they are
accepted. We cannot depend upon Mex-
ico to enforce our own immigration laws.
This economy-minded administration
has denied the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service $3,500,000 which that
service deems necessary in the enforce-
ment of our immigration laws. No won=-
der the border patrol has broken down;
no wonder we are unable to enforce our
immigration laws; no wonder that 100
Communists are coming across the bor-
der every day in the week and in the
month as wetbacks and finding their
ways into the industries of America.
This administration screams about com-
‘munism and yet it makes no effort to
protect our southern border. Because
of a limitation of funds the Naturaliza-
tion and Immigration Service has found
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it necessary to take men from Philadel-
phia, from Baltimore, and from Norfolk
to reinforce the border patrol on the
Mexican border. This, to be sure, is false
economy. Better that we take the $2,-
500,000 which is being used to subsidize
the landlords of 5 States and use that
money to enforce our immigration laws.

We have spent billions rehabilitating
the shattered economies of other coun-
tries. We have been trying to build
friendships around the world. Our
storehouses are bulging with vital foods
and flbers and yet we are told that
there is hunger and distress just south
of the Rio Grande. What have we done
for Mexico and for the hungry people
that live within its borders? There is
no real port of entry on that long border
that extends for 1,600 or 1,800 miles.
The Rio Grande, a narrow brook in the
catalogue of rivers, is the port of en-
iry. With our neighbors to the south
shall we be arrogant or shall we be
friendly? Shall we be exacting or shall
we be charitable?

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle=
man from Connecticut.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Could you ad-
vise the House as to the number of
Mexican nationals who are now being
utilized to harvest crops which are paid
support prices?

Mr. COOLEY. Frankly, most of these
Mexicans worked with fruits and vege-
tables. Many of them, however, are en=
gaged in the picking or pulling of cotton.
Cotton is about the only crop in which
Mexican labor is used that is supported
at 90 percent of parity, The other crops
invollved might be supported at a lower
level.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Could the gen-
tleman advise the House approximately
how many men were used in harvesting
the cotton crop?

Mr. COOLEY. I regret I cannot give
the gentleman accurate information as
to the number of Mexicans employed in
the harvesting of our cotton crop. But
in that connection I want to say that Ido
not believe that any Mexican can make
as much as $15 a day either picking or
pulling cotton in the cotton fields of
America. Inmy State of North Carolina
I think we pay more for picking cotton
than is paid in any of the great cotton-
growing States of the Union, and I know
that no one person can make $15 a day
picking cotton in North Carolina. If the
landlords of the great cotton-producing
areas, or if the vegetable producers, or
the fruitgrowers of America are willing
to pay anything like $8, $10, $12, or $15
a day for laborers I am positive that
American workers by the thousands will
flock to the jobs. All this talk about
$15 a day for picking cotton is just a lot
of bunk. In this connection, let me re-
mind you of the fact that just about
every cottongrower in America will this
year reduce his acreage by 3315 percent.
So there will not be so much cotton to
pick in 1954. Why should the little cot-
ton farmers and taxpayers of the South
subsidize a program for the big indus-
trial, mechanized cotton farms in other
parts of the country to the tune of
$2,500,000 a year, only to increase our
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cotton supply and to put it in storage as
a burden on the market and on the Gov-
ernment? If we are “going it alone,”
let us go it alone for the citizens of
America who are willing to work and
who want to work in our own fields.

Is this the Eisenhower labor program?
Frankly, I believe that it is about all of
the labor legislation which will be
brought to the floor of this House during
this the last session of the 83d Congress.
Is this the change the people wanted and
voted for? Is this the good-neighbor
policy of the present administration?
Has any Democratic Secretary of State
ridden in a bulletproof and armored car
with barbed-wire entanglements and a
heavy guard to protect him in a friendly
country south of the Rio Grande? Cer-
tainly this resolution is not responsible
for all the caution which has been pro-
vided at Caracas, but there is something
mysterious in the atmosphere which we
do not know about or understand.
South America wants to be friendly.
They want to trade with us as neighbors.
They feel neglected—and maybe they
have been. If our good-neighbor policy
is to be a reality, we must be realistic
about it.

Now, in conclusion, I repeat: There
are two parts to my speech—first, this
resolution should be defeated; second,
this program should be reexamined and
reappraised and perhaps abolished in its
entirety.

Throughout the years we have in the
Republic of Mexico cultivated the sweet
flower of friendship. Let us not now
ruthlessly pull the petals from this lovely
flower which should flourish through the
years to come.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. HOPE. Mr., Chairman, I take
this time to reply briefly to one or two
statements made by my distinguished
friend the gentleman from North Caro-
lina which perhaps have left the wrong
impression with the Committee. One of
those is his statement to the effect that
this matter was taken up in an executive
session and was expected to be con-
cluded in an executive session without
benefit of any hearing.

In reply to my friend I want to call
attention to the printed hearings—they
are available to all of you—and to point
out that it was not an executive session
which was held the first day, the day
that Mr. Siciliano was present, Every
word that was spoken at that meeting
was transcribed and is to be found in
the hearings. The Chair during the
course of the hearings made the state-
ment to the effect that it was not an
executive session, and I want to read the
statement that the Chair made at that
time. I am quoting:

Let the Chair make a statement. Two or
three members have asked if this is an
executive session. I have told the members
who asked that it 1s not. The press is here.
If some of the members do not know that
the press is here I am advising them mnow
that there is a representative of the press
present,

There was no executive session; and
I will say to my distinguished friend
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from North Carolina that there was no
intention on the part of the chairman at
any time to conclude the matter at the
session which was held that morning
which was called first as an executive
session to consider another matter.
However, because of the emergency and
urgency of this situation the Chair asked
the committee to hear Mr, Siciliano in
open session, which it did, after which
the Chair asked the commiitee to de-
cide what it wanted to do about the
matter, whether to have a further hear-
ing or to take some action on the matter.
The committee decided to have further
hearings and there were 5 days of addi-
tional hearings held on the resolution.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. I want to say to my
distinguished friend there was no dis-
agreement between us with reference to
the matter which the gentleman is now
discussing. I certainly know that my
chairman would not have permitted ac-
tion to be taken on a matter of this kind
in a star chamber session or in an exec-
utive session.

RECEPTION OF HIS EXCELLENCY
THE GOVERNOR OF PUERTO RICO

The Committee rose informally.

At 2:14 p. m., the Speaker declared a
recess subject to the call of the Chair
for the purpose of receiving the Gover-
nor of Puerto Rico, His Excellency Luis
Muiioz-Marin,

At 2:21 p. m, the Speaker called the
House to order and the Committee re=
sumed its sitting.

MEXICAN AGRICULTURE WORKERS

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. AvcusT H, ANDRESEN].

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I do not intend to make a
political speech here today. We are
dealing with realities, but I may say very
frankly that since the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina has said
there are only 8 of these Mexican na-
tionals that came to Minnesota I feel
I can speak with impartiality on this
subject.

In the first place, I want to employ
American labor wherever it is available
to.:rsork in agriculture and in other pur-
suits,

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a correction?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I do
not think I have anything to correct.
The gentleman stated there were 8 of
these Mexican nationals in Minnesota.
I do not know where he got his figures.

Mr. COOLEY. I meant in Wisconsin.
I stand corrected.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
gentleman said Minnesota and referred
to my name in particular. I have rea-
son to believe that he knows what he is
talking about sometimes, but in this case
I feel that he is mistaken in what he has
told the members of this committee on
this important piece of legislation.
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As I stated, T want American labor to
do our work in the United States if it is
available. There may be unemployed
something like 3 million people, scattered
over the United States. Back in 1949
when we recommended this legislation
and put it through Congress under the
leadership of the gentleman from North
Carolina there were 4,300,000 unem-
ployed in the United States, and none of
them would work on the farms in the
areas to do stoop labor which is required,
which American citizens will not do.

We have had agreements with Mexico.
I am hopeful and I am sure that we will
have another agreement that will be fair
and equitable to our country and Mexico
and to the employers of labor, providing
not only adequate compensation for the
Mexican workers that come into this
country but also do justice to the em-
ployers of labor and the cost of the
program to the Government.

We have heard a great deal mentioned
about wetbacks. The gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MappeEn] has referred to
this as the wetback bill. This bill seeks
to prevent wetbacks from coming into
the United States. We want Mexicans
to come in legally. Unless this resolu-
tion is passed, these Mexicans who want
to come into the United States will come
in across the Rio Grande River and they
will be wetbacks. If we do not pass this
resolution, if we do not enact it into
law, there will not only not be an agree-
ment, but our country will be flooded
with wetbacks, who will be here illegally.
Then we will have another problem, to
get them out of this country. There has
been reference, too, to the fact that a
good many Communists come in from
Mexico. I do not know if there is any
truth to that; there may be some, but
they come in as wetbacks, over the Rio
Grande River. They do not come in
through the legal channels, the legal
ports of entry. This resolution seeks
to prevent those wetbacks and those
Communists from eoming into the United
States by having the selected men exam-
ined by the Immigration Service, both
as to their health and as to their char-
acter, to determine whether or not they
can come into the United States. If they
are found to be unreliable, if it is thought
that they might do injury to this coun-
try, if they are unhealthy, they are not
permitted to come into this country.

We are hoping that there is going to
be an agreement with Mexico, but I can
assure you this: Unless this resolution
is passed, there will not be any fair
agreement with Mexico.

It has been said that this bill is used
as a blackjack. That has come from
the opposition to this legislation. For
more than 20 years it has been the pol-
icy of our country, up to a year or two
ago, to appease every country in the
world, to do what they wanted and not
what was for the best interests of our
country. I think it is high time that we
think of the welfare of the American
people and have American policies,
whether they be bilateral or unilateral.

The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. CoorLEY] has made an impassioned
plea to you here today to defeat this
legislation. He is mistaken in his opin-
ion, and I am sorry to see it. He has
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referred to the proceedings of our com-
mittee in executive session, which is
quite unusual for any member of our
committee. He has referred to star-
chamber sessions.

I have sat on this committee longer
than has the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CoorLEY] or possibly any
other man. There may have been star-
chamber sessions under his chairman-
ship of the committee, but not to my
knowledge. For him to stand here and
accuse the present chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Hore]l, of conducting star-chamber ses-
sions is uncalled for. The gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] is
not warranted in making such accusa-
tions.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am
sorry; I cannot yield to the gentleman.

Let us pass this legislation. Let us
improve our relations with Mexico, be=-
cause we will be providing the means,
the honest means, to secure a satisfac-
tory agreement with the country to the
south of us, who are our friends. They
understand us best when we are a little
firm on those things on which we are
trying to negotiate.

We would have been much better off
with the entire world had we been firm
and stood for America during the past
20 years in negotiating agreements for
the benefit of the American people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. ‘

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HALLECK].

Mr. HALILECK. Mr. Chairman, it is
my understanding that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] has
made some reference to what he believes
to be the attitude of the administration,
the executive branch of the Government,
with respect to this measure,

Let me say again today, as I said yes-
terday, that this matter was discussed at
the White House last week., It was dis-
cussed again Monday morning. I say
unequivocally and without any reserva-
tion at all that this measure is approved
by the administration. There is no dif-
ference among the executive depart-
ments of the Government with respect
to it. I state that as a fact without re-
gard to any question that may be raised
about it. I had hoped it would not be
necessary to be that blunt about it, but
since the question has been raised, per-
haps that is the best way to clarify it.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HALLECK. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. I was reporting the
conversation I had with the Department
of Labor to the effect that Mr. Mitchell
had indicated at the White House con-
ference which the gentlenran attended
yesterday morning at 8:30 that this reso-
lution might be very embarrassing to Mr.
Dulles at Caracas. If he did not say
that, then I was misinformed.

Mr. HALLECK. May I say to the gen-
tleman that Mr. Mitchell was there. The
gentleman from North Carolina has been
around here long enough to know that I
am not going to discuss here on the floor
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of the House for the Recorp the conver=
sations that took place at the White
House conference. The gentleman has
been very solicitous about the adminis-
tration’s attitude. That is perfectly all
right, but I also have a responsibilty, and
as I said yesterday this measure would
not be here today except for the fact that
those in primary charge of the conduct
of our foreign affairs as well as our in-
terests at home desire this legislation.
May I say to the gentleman that Jim
Mitchell, Secretary of Labor was there,
but I can say also that this legislation is
desired and desired at this time for
enactmrent by the House of Represent-
atives.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HALLECK. T yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Of course the gentle-
man is entirely correct in saying the
measure would not be here but for the
fact that the administration wants it. I
know the gentleman is reporting accu-
rately on the conference. All I said was
that there were some misgivings, at least
with regard to the possibility of embar-
rassing Mr. Dulles, and he is my Secre-
tary of State just as much as he is yours.
I do not want to see him embarrassed.
Now, whether the administration wants
it or it does not want it, I want you to
tell this House why you want it.

Mr. HALLECE. I pointed out the rea-
son yesterday in my talk on the rule. I
am not going to go over it again, but I
said that I am supporting this legislation,
and I said why I amr supporting this
legislation. As a matter of fact, appar-
ently everybody on the Committee on
Agriculture except the gentleman from
North Carolina is out of step. It is not
just a matter of the administration
wanting this legislation. I would assume
that this legislation was initiated here in
the Congress because we have been act-
ing upon this sort of legislation for years
and years. What I am saying is that so
far as the administration is concerned
and so far as any embarrassing of Mr.
Dulles is concerned, and so far as the
conduct of our foreign affairs is con-
cerned, it should be understood here
without any question that this legislation
should proceed to enactment.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to my distinguished colleague, the former
vice chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel, for 4 minutes, and I regret that
I cannot yield any more time to him,

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman does not
regret any more than I do that he can-
not yield me more than 4 minutes be-
cause my distinguished former chair-
man, and good friend, has undoubtedly
been so effective in his argument that I
fear that some of our colleagues may
have felt that he was speaking for the
Democratic membership of the Agricul-
ture Committee. Actually, there was no
political division on this bill. More Dem-
ocrats voted for it than Republicans,
Only one other member of the commit-
tee joined the gentleman from North
Carolina in opposition.

Ordinarily, this measure would have
attracted little attention. It has become
so important because it has been blown
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up into something of tremendous magni-
tude by those who, doubtless in all good
faith, have been seeing “boogers.” The
bill has been completely misunderstood.
Unfortunately, there is little time in
which to try to clear up those misunder-
standings.

This bill is but an effort to continue
the basic policy which we adopted sev-
eral years ago. It is based upon the be-
lief that it is sound for the United States
to try to work out a program which will
not only provide the United States with
needed agricultural labor, but which will
give to the citizens of a friendly Republic
a degree of opportunity and protection
which we, in the larger nation, feel we
should afford to these workers. There
have been a lot of tears shed at this
microphone in behalf of these workers
and particularly those who are wetbacks.
I want to call to your attention the
fundamental problem of the wetbacks,
which is simply a question of economics,
In the Republic of Mexico a farm laborer
can ordinarily make less working all day
long from sun to sun than he will make
in 1 hour when he crosses that river just
a few miles to the north. Those people
down there are human beings just like
you and me. They have families. They
are good, hardworking people. They
feel responsible for supporting their fam-
ilies, and they make a serious effort to
support them. They are going to cross
the border just like water is going to
run downhill. Is it any wonder that
these people throng to the border, seek-
ing to cross, seeking the fabulous wages
that are paid on the northern side?
What would you do if you were in their
situation? I think I would cross the
border just as they do—legally if they
can—illegally if we refuse to provide
any other method. The difference will
be that if we do not pass this bill and
we do not have any contract program,
then they come without any protection
whatever. They will accept any employ-
ment offered them—at any wage and
under any living conditions so long as it
seemis that the immigration officers
won't be likely to find them.

These Mexican workers need the little
protection which a contract can afford
them. They need it far more than we
need i, but we must insist that if there
is to be a contract that it be reasonable.
I feel that the Mexican Government has
insisted on some very unreasonable pro-
visions. For instance, they have refused
to allow any border recruitment. They
have said that all of the workers must
come from the interior of Mexico. I
recognize Mexico’s problems. I realize
that a program which recruited all the
workers from the border would be unfair.
On the other hand, if all the workers
are recruited in the interior, the Mexican
workers who live along the border are
going to continue to cross, illegally, and
we will have done little to relieve the
wetback problem. I should think those
who oppose this bill would want to join
with us in correcting this situation. The
answer should be a compromise with, not
a surrender to, Mexico.

Let all those who claim to be interested
in the welfare of these Mexican citizens,
let them explain how they would take
care of these Mexicans—how, without a
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contract, they would make sure that
these workers will get wages promised
them. I challenge the next speaker, if
there are others who are opposed to this
bill—I know of only one. But if there
be any other opponent, let him explain
to you not the dire plight of the Mexican
wetback, which we all recognize, but just
how he and the other opponents of this
bill expect to improve that plight.
Would he agree with the Mexican Gov=-
ernment that the Mexican farmer who
lives just south of the border should be
denied the employment opportunities
which are offered to the taxi driver from
the city of Mexico? Would he oppose
all contract workers? If so, what will
he say to the American worker who
wants a job? Not one single Mexican
worker can come in under this bill until
the United States Department of Labor
has found that there are no American
citizens who want the jobs. How do
these opponents of this legislation pro-
pose to protect American labor?

Oh, they say those of us who support
this bill want cheap labor. If we simply
wanted to exploit the Mexican people,
we would want to see all this orderly
program destroyed. Then we could in-
deed mistreat those unfortunate wet-
backs who would never dare to take their
trouble to the officials because of fear
of deportation.

‘We offer you an orderly method of em-
ployment under the law. Unless we give
some alternative, the only other way for
those people to come over is to let them
come and be subject to all the exploita-
tion of which the opponents of this bill
have told you. In all sincerity I tell you
that this is not a bill merely for the
benefit of the employers in five States,
It is a bill for the benefit of the citizens
of a friendly republic. It is a bill for
the benefit of the laboring people of the
United States. It is a bill to protect
human rights. Those of you who are
interested in protecting human rights
and who oppose this bill, should at least
have the frankness to tell us just how
you propose to see that those rights are
protected. We offer you a program of
Government-supervised contract labor,
What do you offer? I challenge the
next one who is going to get up here,
not to talk about wetbacks, but to talk
about how you are going to keep people
from being wetbacks; how you are going
to give some legal recourse to those peo-
ple; how you are going to protect Ameri-
can workers from unfair competition.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HiLrL].

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I am glad
to place myself in the same position as
my good friend from Texas [Mr. Poacel.
He is an older Member and has served
longer on the Committee on Agriculture
than have I. No better friend or no
better working friend than Mr. Poace
have I had or expect to have in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. We have worked
together on subcommittees. We have
worked together in the Committee of the
Whole. We have cooperated on all prob-
lems that arise in the area which he
represents, which is a great deal of the
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Southwest, as well as serious agricul-
tural problems that sometimes affect the
area that I personally represent. So I
am proud to follow him on this occasion,
especially when I know how much he
really knows about this legislation.

As he told you—and he was very ex-
cellent in that statement that he made
to the Rules Committee—when he ex-
plained that this was not a bill that has
any concern whatsoever with the wet-
back problem; let us be sure that is
plain in everybody’s mind.

Then, to my friend, the ranking mem-
ber on the minority side on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. Coorex], I
agree with him when he said our com-
mittee tries to operate in a nonpartisan
way. We have.

Now, in the not too far distant fu-
ture we will have legislation on this
floor that will probably affect production
areas of every part of this United States.
I hope and I pray that that legislation
will come out of our committee non-
partisan,

But let me call the attention of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
CooLEY] to a little statement he made
about the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel.

This statement was made when the
ranking minority member who has
spoken at length this afternoon and cre-
ated a lot of smoke—he does not tell
us where the fire is—the only difference
is that this time, this moment, he is op-
posing this bill and at that time when
he was my chairman he was all for sup-
porting this legislation.

Now, I have not any way to know
what sort of elements he has in his mind
that have caused this change of stand
shown in what he said about my good
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
Poacel, when he was carrying the burden
of chairmanship of the subcommittee
dealing with this question:

I do not suppose you could find 30 better

Americans than the 30 members of the House
Committee on Agriculture.

That, of course, included the gentle-
man from North Carolina as well.

And certainly every member of our com-
mittee is not only interested in farmers and
farm problems but is likewise interested in
American laboring men and in the general
welfare of all our people. Certainly no
American landlord would prefer to give work
to an alien in preference to a citizen, nor
is it reasonable to believe that American
employers of farm labor would be willing to
incur the expense and to assume the risk
incident to bringing in foreign labor if local
labor were available.

Let us start this discussion by realizing
the urgent need for importing Mexicans to
do a job which otherwise will not be done.

Now, listen to the rest of it. He calls
attention to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr., Poagel.

Mr. CooLEY. I would just like to say this
without attempting to discuss the details of
the measure before you, that I do hope you
will listen as it is discussed. I again urge
you to listen to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Poace], the chairman of the subcom-
mittee that conducted the hearings. He
understands all of the problems here pre-
sented. If you will listen to him as he pre-
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sents the bill I think you can vote more
intelligently.

Now, just who is standing for this bill?
What about the departments? I hold
in my hand committee reports, and I
see some of you have looked at them.
But you will find that report signed by
a man who served 6 years in this House,
a man most of you know. The gentle-
man I refer to is now Assistant Secretary
of State, Thruston Morton. Here is what
he says:

The Department of State strongly favors
the enactment of this joint resolution, * * *
It is also felt that the likelihood of achiev-
ing a Batlstactory agreement with Mexico
will be improved if it can be shown that
the United States is capable of exercising
reasonably satisfactory controls by itself.

Further he states:

The Department of State will continue
its efforts to achieve an agreement responsive
to the best interests of the various affected
sectors of the United States economy and
of our national security, as well as those
of the Mexican worker. These efforts will be
appreciably assisted by passage of the legis-
lation under consideration.

That is signed “Thruston B. Morton”
and is dated February 5, 1954.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HILL., Let me finish my state-
ment.

In addition to that I have a statement
from the Attorney General. I will not
read it.

Then, I also call your attention to the
statement of True D. Morse, Under Sec-
retary of Agriculture; and in addition to
that the Labor Department brought be-
fore our committee their top man and
supported this legislation, which every
one of you may be able to discover by
just taking a glance at the printed report
of the hearings.

In closing let me tell you that all this
legislation does is to provide a method,
a manner, a means of bringing Mexican
laborers into these United States and
grant them the privilege to remain in this
country in areas where the Secretary of
Labor declares there is a deficiency and
that it is impossible to secure farm labor.

It is stuff and nonsense to think that
because Colorado has 3,000 of these la-
borers that we do not need this legisla-
tion. The answer is, We get more of the
Spanish-American people from New
Mexico, Arizona, and even Texas, if there
is plenty of labor in that area; but if the
labor tightens up in Texas, if the labor
tightens up in California, Arizona, and
New Mexico, we would not be able to get
along without these extra folks who come
into our area. So just because the State
of Wisconsin or Michigan or some other
State has only 5 or 10 or 15 Spanish-
American people, that is no reason in
the world why anyone should make the
statement that we do not need them.
We need them in Colorado because our
people will not do this stoop labor; there
is no question about that, and I am not
finding fault with them because they
will not do the stoop labor. As the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Poacel told you,
these Mexicans get much more money
for an hour's labor up here than they can
get in Mexico for a day's labor, so why
should they not come into the United
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States and do this stoop labor? They
save their money and they go back down
to Mexico with their money and supply
their families with much-needed food
and other necessities that greatly im-
prove their economic condition, and they
should be protected by the Government
of Mexico in doing this.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Colorado has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I have
known Spanish-American workers who
have attended schools under my teach-
ing. A finer group of boys and girls I
never had, But I know the life of those
folks. I know the life and the surround-
ings from which they come. Asstated by
the gentleman who was blowing a lot of
hot air around that would not even
smoke if you put dynamite under it,
these men face a terrible condition when
they come into this country to work. I
said, “All right, I will accept that, but
you go down into Mexico and bring me
the picture back as to the conditions
under which their families exist in Mex-
ico.” He said he would get it for the
record, but as yet he never provided
it for the record because he probably
has not been closer to Mexico than the
north borderline of the State of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. CoNpoN].

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the resolution allowing
the United States unilaterally to make
arrangements with individual Mexican
nationals for work in the United States.
I do so because I feel that such an act is
unwise in the absence of an agreement
with the Republic of Mexico. When the
measure came up in the first session of
this Congress, pursuant to the bilateral
agreement between the two govern-
ments, I voted for the bill. I had some
misgivings as to the desirability of this
method of recruitment, but I felt that
a showing had been made that the labor
was necessary, and that the rights of the
individuals involved were protected by
the agreement between our country and
our neighbor to the south., Such an
agreement, however, has not been ne-
gotiated for the forthcoming year.
From statements made on the floor, it
appears that negotiations are now going
on, and there is every likelihood that
some form of agreement may be reached.
I feel that by passing this legislation
now, we will offset these negotiations by
providing machinery for unilateral ac-
tion on our part and disregarding the
legitimate interests of the Mexican Gov-
ernment.

I feel that at a time when our world
relationships and particularly those in
Latin America seem to be deteriorating,
we should not take action which will
give offense to the very proud countries
in Central and South America. More-
over, I feel that in the absence of an
agreement in which the Republic of
Mexico has a definite interest, there may
be a possibility for a detferioration of
the working conditions and wages of the
persons who would come across the
border.
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Finally, I am impressed with the rea-
soning of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, WarTer] that we may be
creating a situation in which the Re-
public of Mexico under international
law could refuse to allow these Mexican
nationals to return to that country. If
the Republic of Mexico took this course,
it seems to me we would not be in a posi-
tion to deport these individuals after
their term of service is up. Obviously,
they would have been legally admitted
to the United States, and therefore the
grounds for deportation may not exist
in the absence of the acceptance by the
Republic of Mexico of these persons at
the end of the contract period.

For these reasons, I am joining with
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. CooLEY] in opposing the measure.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. HERLONG].

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, I
have listened to the debate on this bill.
I listened to the testimony given in the
hearings and I have tried to weigh this
matter objectively. I can do so because
we do not use any of this labor in Flor-
ida. It is my conclusion that virtually
every argument that has been made
against this bill is in reality a logical ar-
gument in favor of the passage of it.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HERLONG. I yield to the gentle=
man from Texas.

Mr. FISHER. Does the gentleman
know how many witnesses appeared in
opposition to this resolution?

Mr. HERLONG. My recollection is
that there were three witnesses who ap=-
peared in opposition to the bill.

Mr. FISHER. Who did they repre=-
sent? From what source does the op-
position to this bill come?

Mr. HERLONG. They were, of course,
the labor organizations.

Mr. FISHER. Were there any wit=
nesses in opposition to the measure ex=-
cept the CIO and the AFL or certain
segments of them, and somebody repre-
senting a local union out in California
that is endeavoring to organize the
farmers out there?

Mr. HERLONG. Not that T recall.

Mr. FISHER. I would like to ask the
gentleman if Mr. Thomas, who repre-
sented the CIO and who seemed to be
spearheading the opposition to this
measure before the committee, made any
statement as to whether he is for or
against the processing of Mexican labor
to work on this side regardless of whether
we are or are not in agreement with
Mexico?

Mr. HERLONG. If is my recollection
that he was opposed to bringing any
over here, whether or not there was an
agreement.

Mr. FISHER. In other words, while
he made a very lengthy tirade against
this proposal, he finally ended up by say-
ing that he was opposed to the use of
Mexican nationals on this side of the
border, whether they came in legally or
illegally, or whether there was an agree-
ment or no agreement; is not that so?

Mr. HERLONG. That is my recollec=
tion, yes.




2498

Mr. FISHER. On the contrary, I
should like to ask the gentleman if the
American Farm Bureau supported this,
for the record.

Mr. HERLONG. Yes, all the farm or-
ganizations who took any position at all
on it, supported it.

Mr. FISHER. Did
Grange also endorse it?

Mr. HERLONG. Yes, sir.

Mr. FISHER. Did the National Farm-
ers Cooperative endorse it?

Mr. HERLONG. They did.

Mr. FISHER. And did the National
Cotton Council endorse it?

Mr. HERLONG. They did.

Mr. FISHER. And did not more than
a score of farm organizations in Cali-
fornia who are dependent upon this labor
in order to harvest their crops also en-
dorse it?

Mr. HERLONG. There was a whole
raft of them who did.

Mr. FISHER. All the responsible peo-
ple who know anything at all about this
issue who appeared before the committee
endorsed it?

Mr. HERLONG. That was the im-
pression that I got.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. JoNES].

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I should like to clarify a few of the
things which have been said in connec-
tion with this resolution. Of course, the
impression that the Government is
spending a lot of money because of this
resolution is fallacious because actually
the Government will be spending more
money unless we do bring these Mexican
laborers in legally rather than have them
come in illegally; because, when they are
brought in legally the employer pays the
expense of returning them if they leave
their work or break their contract. In
fact, he posts a bond to guarantee the
payment of this cost if the Government
is forced to apprehend the “skip.”

Another thing I think should be made
specifically clear is that this Mexican
labor, which is imported only for agri-
cultural purposes, will not be brought in
unless there is a certificate of necessity
from the Department of Labor. There
has to be a need for this labor. The cer-
tificate is issued only after all available
domestic labor supplies have been
exhausted.

I hate to take issue with the former
chairman of my committee, a man with
whom I have worked in harmony through
the years that I have had the oppor-
tunity of being a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture; but I think that
he has left some impressions here today
which would confuse the average person.
Again I would say that if we do not pass
this resolution, we will be agreeing in
principle that we are willing for the
Mexican Government to dictate all of
the provisions under which this labor
comes into the United States. I should
much prefer that we do have an agree-
ment with Mexico, even if it is the same
agreement that we have had in the past.
But if we cannot get such an agreement,
then I think that it is reasonable to
adopt this resolution. On the other
hand, I say that the failure to pass this
resolution, or the defeat of this resolu-

the National
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tion, will not stop wetbacks coming into
the United States. I think that the fail-
ure to pass this resolution will even in-
crease the number of wetbacks who come
into the United States and will create a
greater expense, and at the same time
will prevent the employer of legal Mexi-
can labor from securing the labor which
he needs.

In my area of the country we have
some unemployment at this time; but
I can assure this House that when the
cotton chopping season comes, we are
not going to have any unemployment.
We are going to need some additional
labor in order to cultivate and harvest
that crop.

I have no desire whatsoever to do
anything which would in my opinion
reduce the opportunity for employment
of any American citizen. Actually, while
the Mexican labor does not receive
wages in excess of those paid to domes-
tic labor, the employer, through the pay-
ment of transportation costs, insurance,
bond, and fringe benefits which are re-
guired under the contract, is forced to
pay more for the labor performed by
Mexicans than that performed by Amer-
ican citizens, and for that reason most
employers—farmers—do not use Mexi=-
can labor except in emergencies and
when local labor is not available and
when other domestic labor cannot be
provided by the United States Employ-
ment Service. I feel that this issue has
been confused more than necessary be-
cause of some of the statements which
were made by our former chairman. I
think the gentleman from Colorado hit
the nail on the head when he said that
we should follow the advice of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Poacel, who is
possibly as well acquainted with the sit-
uation as any other person.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. Does not the gentle-
man know that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr., PoAGE] was in gross error
when he said to this House that this
joint resolution was a mere continuation
of the policy that has been in operation
since 1948?

Mr, JONES of Missouri. I am not go-
ing to argue that point with the gentle-
man. I will say this, however, that if
you defeat this resolution here today I
think you are going to contribute to the
entrance of more wetbacks and you are
going to make it more difficult to reach
the agreement on which the people from
our Nation and the friendly nation of
Mexico are now working. I think we all
want to see that agreement consum-
mated, and I think that the introduc-
tion and reporting of this resolution
have had a salutary effect. I think that
possibly the agreement will be consum-
mated largely because of this resolution
and not in spite of it as has been sug-
gested by some of the opponents.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. HoEVEN].

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not want to be repetitious. This is a
sound piece of legislation. It is being
asked for by the administration. It has
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the approval of the Department of State,
the Department of Agriculture, the De-
partment of Labor, and the Attorney
General of the United States. It is a
constructive piece of legislation.

It has been very well pointed out that
this legislation is necessary to meet the
stoop labor situation in the United
States. It presents an orderly way of
handling the wetback problem, as has
been emphasized time and time again.
We can either have the problem of the
wetbacks continuously or we can try to
do something about it. These wetbacks
have been coming across the Rio Grande
and into this country without much re-
striction. They have been creating a
real problem. Under the terms of the
resolution now before us, these Mexicans
will come into the United States in ac-
cordance with the law. I am sure that
is what the American people want done,

I am not particularly concerned be-
cause only some 96 of these Mexican
laborers were employed in the State of
Iowa. That is completely beside the
point. As a member of the Committee
on Agriculture, I see it as my duty to
legislate for agriculture in the 48 States
of the Union.

We are confronted with a very prac-
tical problem. I think you well know
that the labor involved here relates to
the so-called stoop labor, getting down
on the ground and pulling vegetables out
of the ground and pulling weeds out of
the ground, and doing this stoop labor
is the kind of work which the ordinary
American laboring man simply refuses
to do.

I certainly am in favor of using Amer-
ican labor in every instance where it can
be done. When we get to the point where
we cannot recruit from the labor pool in
this country the men that are needed to
harvest the perishable crops then it is our
duty to find ways and means to get these
crops harvested.

As for me, I do not want food of any
kind to go to waste. I think it is highly
essential that our vegetable and fruit
crops be harvested when they are ready
to be harvested. Unless vegetables and
fruits are harvested within a certain set
time they may rot on the ground.

Now a word about the negotiations
with Mexico. I am in favor of continu-
ing the agreements with the Republic of
Mexico. The negotiations of the past
weeks and months have been rather one-
sided affairs. We could not come to
agreement with the Mexican authorities
because they were arbitrary in their de-
mands. They were insisting, among
other things, that they had the right to
fix the minimum wage rates in the
United States, well knowing that there
was no minimum wage for agricultural
workers in the United States.

I think the members of the committee
should also know that the Mexican Gov-
ernment was insisting that the insurance
policies covering the Mexican workers be
channeled through one particular insur-
ance company. There is ample reason
why the American negotiators were not
willing to meet such unreasonable de=-
mands.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOEVEN, I yield.
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Mr. FERNANDEZ. We who are af-
fected in our area appreciate the atti-
tude of the gentleman. We want to
do everything we can to be fair with
Mexico and to be friendly with Mexico,
but we should not go so far as to become
paralyzed on an occasion like this for
fear of offending our sister republic of
Mexico.

Mr., HOEVEN. I am very happy to
have the gentleman's comment. In
fact, the gentleman took the words out
of my mouth. I cannot quite see why
Members of the Congress of the United
States should be so unduly concerned
about the welfare of the people of for-
eign countries, and not be as fully con-
cerned about the welfare of our own
people.

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
What was that word—“mulish”? Did
the gentleman say mulish Members of
Congress?

Mr. HOEVEN. I did not make such
a statement. I said unduly concerned,
nothing else. There was a stalemate in
the negotiations with the Republic of
Mexico up to the very time the Com-
mittee on Agriculture started hearings
on the resolution now being considered.
When we got busy the Mexican Govern-
ment got busy and now they are ready
to negotiate some more. The passage
of this resolution will help the negotia-
tions rather than harm them.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to observe that my dis-
tinguished friend from Iowa made a
grave mistake when he said that the
State of Iowa received 97 workers. Actu-
ally, Towa received 96. I am just wonder-
ing if the gentleman is willing to support
a program that costs the American tax-
payers $215 million a year in order to get
96 workers in the State of Iowa to save
the agricultural economy of the great
State of Iowa.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. How
many did the State of Michigan get?

Mr. COOLEY. Two thousand five
hundred and sixty-eight.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. How
many?

Mr. COOLEY. Two thousand five
hundred and sixty-eight.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh, we
have hundreds of them.

Mr. HOEVEN. How many did the
State of North Carolina get?

Mr. COOLEY. The State of North
Carolina did not get nor did the State of
North Carolina need or want a single
one.

Reference has been made to the en-
dorsement of this resolution by the lead-
ing farm organizations of America. Yes,
itisa fact. The American Farm Bureau
Federation and the National Grange
sent to our committee very brief and
feeble endorsements. Frankly, I doubt
if those who prepared and presented the
endorsements really understood the pur-
pose of the resolution. Be that as it

may, the fact remains that according
to press reports these great organizations
and other great farm organizations later
held a two-day meeting here in the city
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of Washington and finally concluded
that “farm leaders hold Golden Rule is
vital.” Here is a quotation from the
Washington Post dated February 25,
1954:

On the wetback issue, three United States
farm organizations and the Mexican farm or-
ganization represented at the conference
unanimously agreed that the question should
be handled through an international agree-
ment.

These groups promised to work to facili-
tate an agreement by their governments.
They were the Asoclacion Nacional de Cose-
cheros of Mexico and the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation, the National Council of
Farmer Cooperatives, and the National
Grange. The National Farmers Unlon was
represented by its president, James Patton,
at the Tuesday morning conference but did
not participate in later meetings,

Allan B. Kline, AFBF president, is also
president of the IFAP and presided at the
sessions.

Even though the record discloses the
feeble endorsements that I have referred
to, the press report clearly indicates that
the leaders of these great organizations,
when they really understood the prop-
osition, decided that Mexican Ilabor
should be recruited as contemplated by
the law which has been on the books
since 1948 and as it was revised or
amended in 1951. So it is plain to see
that not only are all of the labor organ-
jzations of America opposed to this res-
olution but likewise all of the great farm
organizations of America are also op-
posed to this slam-the-door, go-it-alone
program. I hope, Mr. Chairman, that
we may be realistic about this very im-
portant matter and appreciate fully the
delicate diplomatic implications involved.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 5 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. WHEELER].

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I do
not come to the well of this House today
to qualify as a witness speaking to the
question as to whether these workers are
needed. I am perfectly willing to take
the word of my colleagues who represent
those districts where these workers are
used. I was impressed at the beginning
of the hearings on this particular resolu-
tion with the fact that we had reams
and reams of testimony previously taken,
coming from essentially the same sources
that a repetition of it came from when
we opened the doors to them again.
So I would like to address my remarks
for an instant or two to the reasons
for the opposition that has appeared on
the floor of this House to this legislation.
It seems to be an uncontroverted fact
that these Mexicans are needed; that
they are coming. Therefore, if they are
here they are going to work. I want
them to work legally.

When we began the hearings on this
legislation the ranking Democrat on this
committee, whom you have heard at
some length this afternoon, insisted that
he thought a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture was much better
qualified to negotiate an agreement be-
tween this Government and the Govern-
ment of Mexico than were the repre-
sentatives of the executive department.
He insisted that he felt that the chair-
man of our great committee should send
a subcommittee to Mexico City in order
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to negotiate this agreement. The chair-
man of the committee, very wisely in
my opinion, felt that the Members of the
Congress had no business in Mexico City
attempting to usurp the prerogatives of
the executive department, regardless of
how long it had been since certain Mem-
bers had been on an extended tour.
In confirmation of that particular posi-
tion, I was astounded later on in the
hearings by having the ranking Demo-
crat on our committee insist that repre-
sentatives of the Department of Labor
tell the committee in open publie
hearings exactly the points on which
this sovereign Government would yield.
Finally, I was glad to see that this com-
mittee, in direct divergence from action
taken by some committees in this Con-
gress in recent years, decided that for
once representatives of this Government
should have their hands upheld.

Many crocodile tears have been shed
in the well of this House over some sup=
posed unilateral action that might come
from this Government if this resolution
is adopted. The testimony makes abun-
dantly clear that there have been hun-
dreds and hundreds of instances where
the agents of Mexico have employed uni-
lateral actions, even in spite of contracts
that existed.

Now, if you want to help solve the wet-
back problem, if you want to help keep
wetbacks out of this country, you vote
to adopt this resolution. The reason for
the opposition that came from the well
of the House was very obvious to me,
because it came at the instance of two
labor organizations. The reason for
their opposition was obvious, it being
based on the fact that they could not
demand organizational dues from those
Mexican workers, because if they did it
would violate the contract under which
the Mexicans work.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Jounson].

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, we have had a very interest-
ing and constructive debate this after-
noon on this bill.

Mr. Poacg, of Texas, and Mr. Hiwr, of
Colorado, made especially eloguent and
interesting speeches.

It is hard for me to understand why
there should be so much misunderstand-
ing on this proposal to bring info the
United States Mexican nationals to help
harvest the fabulous crops of California
and other Western States, especially
those which rely on irrigation.

The ones who profit most from this
operation, I think, are the Mexican
workers. By that I mean they profit
most financially when it is considered
how much they are paid in Mexico and
what they are paid by the ranchers who
hire them in California. But we also
profit greatly by this operation because
it enables California ranchers to harvest
the fabulous crops which we grow in
our State. What I wish our eastern
friends could understand is that if we do
not get the laborers to help us harvest
these crops that the prices to the con-
sumer will be increased because of a
scarce crop.




2500

For instance, now, in my area aspara-
gus is ready to be harvested. Six hun-
dred workers are required right now to
help harvest this crop and 600 more
will be required in several weeks. This
applies to all other crops such as celery,
potatoes, onions, cherries, and so forth.

There have been so many excellent
speeches showing the need for this bill
that there is nothing I can add. The
Committee on Agriculture of the House
was practically unanimous that this
measure should be passed at once. Its
recommendations have always been
sound and its recommendation in this
instance is no exception.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, we have
only one other speaker on this side.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the remainder of the time.

I am somewhat surprised by the speech
which has just been made by my distin-
guished friend from Georgia [Mr.
WaEeeLER]. His speech prompts me to
say that for 4 long years I was chairman
of the great Committee on Agriculture.
In each term of Congress this House
made available to our committee the
sum of $50,000, and this House without
a dissenting vote passed the resolution
which authorized our committee to meet
at any time, whether Congress was in
session or not, and at any place inside
or outside of the United States. If that
resolution did not take in the entire
world I do not know how the entire
world could have been taken in. Yet
during that entire time, for 4 years while
I was chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture, I did not go to Mexico at the
expense of the taxpayers of America.
During the time that I was chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture, I sent
subcommittees to Mexico; I sent subcom-
mittees to many parts of our own great
country, and at least one subcommittee
to Europe. At my direction, and pur-
suant to the resolution I have just men-
tioned, I requested and required the
members of our committee to use Gov-
ernment facilities on a nonreimbursable
basis and on a space-available basis—
the ships and planes and other facilities
owned and operated by our Government,
and, as a result of all of this, my recol-
lection is we turned back into the Treas-
ury of the United States during the first
2 years more than $28,000 of the $50,000
which this House had made available to
our committee. In the next 2 years we
did just about the same thing, and, my
recollection is, we turned back more than
one-half the money which you had ap-
propriated for us. Mr. Chairman, my
recollection is further to the effect that I
did not travel with any of the subcom-
mittees to any place inside or outside of
the United States except on one occasion
I did meet one of the subcommitiees
investigating the terminal markets in
the city of New Orleans and perhaps on
one other occasion I met with members
of our committee in the city of Memphis.

Mr. Chairman, had I really wanted to
travel even to the far-distant parts of
the world, for 4 long years I could have
gone at the expense of the taxpayers,
but this, Mr. Chairman, I did not do.
The record of expenditures is over yon-
der in the House Office Building and
certainly those records are open for the
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scrutiny and inspection of the gentleman
from Georgia. I shall be glad to put
the expenditures of our commmittee up
against the expenditures of any other
committee of this Congress. Therefore,
Mr. Chairman, I am certainly surprised
at the remarks of the gentleman from
Georgia.

Why is not the gentleman from Geor-
gia willing to meet the issue here pre-
sented forthright and head on and argue
the merits of the proposition here pre-
sented? The answer to that question
is obvious. He has no argument.

During the time that I was chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, and
when that commrittee had the authority
and the money I have just referred to,
and at a time when the officias of our
Government were negotiating an agree-
ment with the Government of Mexico,
two Members of Congress, Senator
ALLEN JosepH ELLENDER, of Louisiana,
a member of the Senate Committee on
Agricuture and Forestry, and my dis-
tinguished and beloved colleague W.
R. PoaGe, of Texas, a member of the
House Committee on Agriculture,
actually went to Mexico as advisers to
our team of negotiators. During the
hearings on this joint resolution, and
after being thoroughly convinced that
we had no teanr of negotiators in Mex-
ico, and affter I had been further con-
vinced that no real effort had been made
to compose differences and to reach an
agreement, I merely suggested, in our
committee room, that it might be a good
idea for some members, perhaps one or
two from each of the committees, that
is, of the Senate and the House, to go to
Mexico and to supplement the feeble
efforts of those who had been charged
with the great responsibility of nego-
tiating a new agreement. At the time I
made the suggestion I know that the
chairmran of our committee, the very dis-
tinguished gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Horel had no authority to send a mem-
ber of our committee outside of our coun-
try, nor did he have money available to
him to defray the expenses incident to
such a mission. If you will examine the
transeript you will see that at the very
time I made the suggestion I said I had
never been into the interior of Mexico
and I had no desire to go there now. I
made the suggestion only to emphasize
the fact that I believe that reasonable
men could compose the differences.

I stated before the Rules Committee
that I thought that any five members
of that great committee could take
charge of the negotiations and could
come to an agreement. I am more than
ever convinced that the officials of our
Government laid down an ultimatum
and then came home. In effect, they
said, you will do it our way or you will
not do it at all.

If you will examine the record you
will not find even the names of the
negotiators. I challenge anyone even
now to give me the name of any official
of our Government who has even spoken
to an official of the Government of Mex-
ico, except perhaps to the Ambassador
from Mexico, who is residing right here
in the city of Washington. The whole
problem was turned over to our Ambas-
sador to Mexico, Mr. White. When the
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negotiations broke down and were ter-
minated, officials of our Government
sought to establish an illegal program
which was finally declared illegal by the
great Comptroller General on Febru-
ary 2 in the good year of our Lord 1954.

Prompted by the hope of President
Eisenhower, and, no doubt, at his re-
quest, negotiations were resumed on the
night of February 10. The negotiations
are now in progress and fortunately
great progress has been made. Every-
thing now indicates that within the next
few days all controversies will be com-
posed and an agreement will be reached.
Why should we interfere with those
negotiators by passing this resolution
which very well might be considered as
an insult to the officials of the Govern-
ment of Mexico?

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of my time to the gentle-
man from Indiana [(Mr. HARVEY].

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, it is
rather unfortunate, I think, that per-
sonalities have been permitted to enter
into this discussion, because what we
have here at stake is a very important
problem; it is important to the economy
of great sections of our country.

I am supporting this resolution and I
do so wholeheartedly. I have supported
similar legislation in the past.

The question has been raised here as
to whether or not the American Farm
Bureau is in support of this legislation.
I wish to read from a letter which was
addressed fo our chairman, the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. HorEl, February
19 of this year concerning House Joint
Resolution 355. This is the pertinent
paragraph:

The American Farm Bureau very strongly
supports the enactment of House Joint Reso-
lution 355. As you know we recommended
early consideration of the matter by your
committee. We testified in favor of the bill.
We have urged the House Rules Committee
to expedlte the grantlng of a rule. We have
urged the Senate Agriculture Committee to
expedite their consideration of a similar
Senate resolution. We have recommended
to the Senate majority leader that the Sen-
ate resolution be cleared for early action by
the Senate.

I think that should in very coneclusive
fashion set to rest any question that
might have arisen in your mind with re-
gard to this particular matter.

Just briefly in conclusion I may say
this, that in my State and also in Michi-
gan because it is a seasonal proposition,
many of these Mexicans, both citizens of
the State of Texas as well as Mexican
nationals do come up for seasonal work.
They come into Indiana for a short sea-
son, go on up to Michigan, then they
come back again for the harvest season.
Primarily they come into Indiana for the
tomato harvest season and in this re-
spect they are invaluable; in fact, if we
are to get this great tomato harvest in
the pack it is absolutely essential that
we do have them. They are dependable,
and I would like to say here and now
that we in Indiana have had none but
the finest contacts and dealings with
these people. They have represented in
my opinion an excellent type of citizen-
ship, and we are proud to have them
there. We are very happy also to tell
you that many of those same families
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have been coming to our community for
several years. We see those who started
coming to Indiana many years ago
have improved their economic status
to where they are able to maintain
themselves at a higher standard of living
and some are people of very substantial
means, So I think it is important to re-
member that in this problem the people
who are participating, whether they are
citizens of Texas or Mexican nationals,
are and have been profiting by this op-
porfunity. Certainly I know that we in
Indiana have been delighted to have
them. They have come to my home
county and they have rendered a very
valuable service.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. - Let me point out to
the gentleman that you did not get a
single one of them in Indiana. How can
the gentleman receive them so cordially
when the record shows that Indiana did
not get a single one?

Mr. HARVEY. I do not know where
the gentleman got his statistics, but I
live in Indiana and 1 know they come
there.

Mr. COOLEY. This is from the Labor
Department.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The Clerk will read the bill for
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, efc., That section 501 of the act
entitled “An act to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1940,” approved July 12, 1951 (65 Stat.
119, 7 U. S. C. 1461-1468), as amended, is
further amended by striking out the paren-
thetical clause *(pursuant to arrangements
between the United States and the Repub-
lic of Mexico)” and inserting in lieu thereof
“({pursuant to arrangements between the
United States and the Republic of Mexico
or after every practicable effort has been
made by the United States to negotiate and
reach agreement on such arrangements).”

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to speak on this bill as one who is
familiar with it from personal experi-
ence because on rare occasions when no
other source of labor is available I have
hired Mexican nationals on my ranch in
California.

I would like to point out some of the
facts regarding the unusual situation
which prevails in my native State of
California. In the first place, as you
probably know, our State raises 212 com-
mercial erops. To be commercial a
crop must be in interstate or foreign
commerce and it must bring $1 million
into the State of California; otherwise
it is not classified as commercial.

Our State of California produces 8
percent of the agricultural wealth of the
United States and uses 7 percent of the
agricultural labor. In the last 4 years,
the most recent 4 years, we have pro-
duced $2 billion in mnew agricultural
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wealth, yet in the last 100 years our gold
industry in the State of California has
produced less than $1 billion in new
wealth.

In our State we plant and harvest a
crop every month of the year. We raise
erops on land at elevations of 5,000 feet
on down to 250 feet below sea level. We
raise them in temperatures that vary
from 120 degrees to freezing in any
month of the year.

I point out these facts to show that
California has a different situation.
Mechanization is not possible in our
State as it is in others.

Mr. Chairman, I would like now to
come down to a very basic point which
has been involved in this debate today.
That is the question, Is there a shortage
of agricultural labor? With in excess of
3 million unemployed how can there be
a labor shortage? I admit to you very
frankly that in our State of California
there is unemployment, but I point out
that those who are currently unemployed
are not qualified to perform agrieultural
labor nor do they have the desire to
engage in it.

Agricultural labor, believe it or not.
is skilled labor. For example, may I
point out the operation involved in the
thinning of sugar beets which is current-
ly going on at this very moment on my
ranch in California. I am paying $16
an acre for thinning sugar beets. A good
experienced sugar-beet thinner ean thin
an acre in 10 hours. His salary is, there-
fore, $1.60 an hour. We plant sugar
beets on hills or beds which are 40 inches
apart and we plant two rows to each hill
or bed. That means that there are
26,162 running feet row in each acre.
We try to leave 160 beets every 100 feet
when we are performing this thinning
operation. That means that this man,
this skilled laborer I am going to call
him, must strike the ground with his
short-handled hoe 15,697 times to earn
that $16 or $1.60 an hour. If he thins
the acre in 10 hours, that means he hits
the ground with that hoe 1,570 times
each hour or 27 strokes per minute, or
once every 2.2 seconds.

Visualize this beet thinner. He cannot
get down on his knees because he is pro-
gressing forward at a rate of 12 to 14
feet a minute. He is standing in a
stooped position, reaching to the ground,
chopping every 2.2 seconds. And he
must be very careful to hit the ground
as close to that beet seedling as he pos-
sibly can, so that the many beet seedlings
which are intertwined will be exposed.
And while he is doing that with his right
hand, his left index finger and thumb
are working with the deftness of a sur-
geon, going in to untwine those inter-
twined beets, removing the weak ones
and leaving only the strong ones and
leaving only one single beet every 8
inches.

I point out that operation to you, Mr.
Chairman, to show you that this is not
just ordinary labor; it is skilled labor.

There is unemployment in California.
Go to the unemployment insurance lines
and you will see it. But go to those lines
and ask those men if they will accept a
job thinning beets, hitting that ground
1,570 times per hour for $16 an acre,
and they will tell you, “We won't do it.”
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And furthermore, if you try them you
will find that they cannot do it.

I maintain that the persons in the un-
employment insurance lines or the peo-
ple who are unemployed in California
and the other States are not agricultural
laborers. They are not qualified to do
this work. They do not have the desire
to do it.

As I explained in a debate on this
subject last year, we prefer to hire local
labor because local laborers are more
experienced and because the incidental
costs of local labor are not as high as
for Mexican nationals.

Let me quote from a letter which I
received from one of my growers in Cali-
fornia, a heavy producer of broceoli:

They call the Mexican national program
slavery. In some areas of the Nation this
might be true, but why penalize California
and Arizona? We must pay these nationals
the going rate of pay for such labor as we
pay the locals. Then we must furnish eamp
facilities, power, water, heat, kitchen, cooks,
transportation, medical treatment, transpor-
tation to and from the border, association
fees, and countless other expenses. Our cost
for this program brings the hourly rate to
§1.19 per hour per man. We can hire locals,
if available, for 95 cents to $1 per hour and
furnish none of the above. Obviously, it
would be sound business to hire locals, but
there’s one catch—there are none, or very
few, who are willing to work in the fields.
Those who used to work in canneries have
gone to industrial employment; those who
used to work the fields have gone to the
canneries and industry. You have mo one
to replace the field worker except the
“wineos."” For 3 years now we have had
standing orders for 60 men per year from
the farm labor office, and in the whole
3 years they have been unable to furnish
us 60 men total.

I quote from another letter received
from a large producer of strawberries.
He says:

Domestic labor here has never been suce
cessful because the majority of available
domestic workers are not accustomed and
have no desire for the type of stoop labor
that is necessary for strawberry harvest.

Another large producer of strawberries
says:

While it is true that there may be local
unemployment, none of our local people will
do stoop labor. In hundreds of cases people
are sent out from employment offices with
cards, requesting us to sign their cards show-
ing no jobs, in order that they may go back
on unemployment relief. Whether we sign
the card or not, in 75 percent of the instances
they will not attempt the work. Those that
will try, generally will last only a day or two.

Here in another letter is the case of a
farmer in my district who wanted to
hire local labor, so he went to the local
farm-labor office:

We needed men to pick broccoli, and we
were sent 60 men from the Department of
Farm Labor; 2 men worked 2 hours, another
4 hours, the others refused to work at all.

Another letter comes from an associa-
tion which hires Mexican nationals in
my district. They said they went to the
State of California Farm Placement
Service and they attempted to replace
our Mexican nationals with domestic
workers. The result was that in 2 weeks’
time they sent out 23 domestic unem-
ployed to 1 of their growers. One of
the 23 worked 4 days, the others worked
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from 2 hours to less than a day.
that operation needed 40 men.

I point out that the legitimate farm
laborer who sincerely desires work will
always have that work in the particular
section of California which I happen to
represent. I can show you hundreds of
men who devote their lives to rendering
this type of service and who have =
better standard of living than the aver-
age factory worker in the big city. But
unfortunately not enough of these men
exist, and we still lose our crops.

One more important point, and that is
that the industrial workers who are in
the packing sheds in the plants where
these crops are packaged and processed
will lose their jobs unless the field work-
ers are available to harvest the crops of
the raw material which these people
put into packages.

I contend that if you deny us an ade-
quate source of farm labor to harvest
our highly perishable specialty crops you
will be denying industrial workers in the
packing sheds their right to earn a living.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I have no doubt as to
the probable outcome of this joint reso-
lution, but I should like to place myself
on record as stating that it is a poor
resolution for this body to pass.

It seems rather strange to me, listen-
ing to the gentleman from California
[Mr. Gueserl, that he could not get
qualified Americans at $1.60 an hour.
There must be a rather strange situation
existing when they cannot get Americans
at $1.60 an hour.

My friend admittedly has an interest,
and he had a perfect right as a Member
of this body to express his thoughts, but
he clearly showed he had an interest.
He is speaking for one segment, the big
producers. On the other hand, I have
something here from a qualified person
who is certainly disinterested, but whose
concern is not only with the bodies of
men, women, and children, the families
of the workers, but also with the souls
of the workers and their families. Iread
a telegram that I have here dated Feb-
ruary 26, 1954, addressed to me., It is
as follows:

Will you please express my earnest hope
to your colleagues in the House of Repre-
sentatives that as many of them as possible
be present Monday to vote against House
Joint Resolution 355. As I have written to
President Bisenhower and Chairman CriF-
rorp HopPe of the House Agricultural Com-
mittee, I feel strongly the proposed unilateral
amendment to Public Law 78 will accentuate
the wetback problem rather than cure it, will
enlarge the injustice to Mexican workers
crossing the border rather than lessening
it, and will cause further injustice to our
domestic workers: at the same time mis-
treatment of individual human beings would
thus be increased. Enactment of this legis-
lation at the behest of powerful interests in
five States will gravely endanger our rela-
tions with Mexico and all Latin American
Republics. ©Our good-neighbor policy is
clearly at stake in this issue.

That telegram is signed by Archbishop
Robert E. Lucey, of the archdiocese of
San Antonio in Texas.

The other day President Eisenhower
made a statement and among other
things he said that the United States

Yet
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leadership, and I quote, “reflects no am-
bition for world power. It springs from
no desire to interfere in the internal
affairs of other nations.,”

Yet, here we are, powerful America,
the most powerful nation in the world
passing a bill today that will be an af-
front to our neighbor to the south.
Should we do it? Is it for our best in-
terest to do it? We see the situation in
Korea. We know it is fraught with
danger. We see the situation in Indo-
china, We see the situation existing in
the Near East and in the Middle East.
We see the world confronted with
danger. We see the dangerous situation
existing internally in Italy and in France.
Now by this legislation we are going out
of our way to affront our neighbor to the
south, and when you affront any Central
or South American country, you affront
all nations in South America. So far as
I am concerned, I hope this bill will not
pass. I am doubtful, however. I feel
quite certain it will pass, but it should
not pass. In any event, I hope the Gov-
ernment of Mexico, and the press of
Mexico, and the people of Mexico will
not hold its passage and its affront to
them against all Americans. To me it is
one of the strangest situations to see
great America at this time with the Sec-
retary of State in Venezuela at a meet-
ing, at a conference of South American
and North American nations ealling for
unity and amity, as I say, to me it is one
of the strangest situations to see the
House of Representatives of America
considering and passing this bill.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to ask the
gentleman whether or not any sound or
logical argument has been presented on
the floor of the House as to why this
resolution should be adopted. An effort
has been made to lead the Members of
the House to believe that this is but a
mere continuation of a program which
has been in operation since 1948. Itisa
repudiation of that policy. It is a go-
it-alone policy. There is no need for
this foreign labor in this country at this
time. I want to ask the gentleman if he
will sum up the arguments in favor of
this resolution. We are told the admin-
istration wants it, but we are not told
why it wants it.

Mr. McCORMACK. All I can say to
the gentleman is that the passage of this
bill at this time is fraught with danger.
The only construction that can be placed
upon it by the people of Mexico is that
we are putting a club over their head.
‘We are trying to overcome that impres-
sion—a hangover from the past. The
South American countries have a feeling
that we have been acting the part of the
big brother with a big club in our hand.
It is going to take many generations to
overcome that feeling. This bill is not
conducive to better relationships with
our neighbor to the south, but is condu-~
cive to increasing tensions, all to the dis-
advantage of both countries. I repeat,
if this bill passes the House, I hope the
officials of the Government of Mexico
and the members of Mexico and the
people of Mexico will realize that there
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were some among us in this body who
fought the passage of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last three words.

Mr. Chairman, I live on the border of
Mexico in west Texas and represent 500
miles of Mexican border. I have heard
all of this discussion, and I cannot un-
derstand why the Members should work
up so much heat over a very simple mat-
ter. But, in my opinion, and I have
many things to base that on, it all stems
from the heads of the CIO. They have
been trying for the last several years to
deny any Mexican labor coming into this
country because, as the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Lvre] said yesterday, they
are not dues-paying members. So they
are against their entry.

That does not adversely affect the
laboring men in this country in any way.
This country needs these Mexican la-
borers. As has been pointed out by
several speakers, we have no stoop la-
borers. The gentleman from Massa-
chuseitts [Mr. McCormMACK] says $1.60
would appeal to a lot of men out of
work. That may be true, but they are
not skilled in that type of work. If it
was not a skilled job, that $1.60 an hour
might appeal to them.

We have been getting more and more
difficult situations into this agreement
to try to keep on friendly relations with
Mexico. There are no more interested
people than those in Texas who are in-
terested in that friendly policy. There
is no man in this House who has more
friends in Mexico than have I, or who
have spent more time in Mexico than
have I. I do not believe the Mexican
officials are as much concerned about
this, as the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. McCormack] has pointed out.
As a matter of fact, I heard a few days
ago the President of Mexico felt that he
could straighten this thing out in a few
minutes. But I went to Mexico 2 or 3
years ago, very much concerned about
the way this thing was going on. We
were getting increased hardships in-
jected into this Mexican labor agree-
ment, so that the farmers cannot em-
ploy Mexicans at all. We have almost
reached that point now. I went down
to Mexico and found that there was one
of the head men of the CIO down there
telling our Labor Department what to
put into the agreement between the
United States and Mexico. I saw him
there every day for about 3 days. So
it is not just guesswork with me, I know
the CIO is trying to run this thing.
The laboring people are not adversely
affected, but they are benefited, because
if we can grow crops and harvest them,
if we can keep those crops from spoil-
ing and get them into commercial chan-
nels, the members of labor get cheaper
vegetables and products than if they are
not allowed to be harvested.

I have heard a great deal about the
cost of this program from the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY].
He said a lot about $2-million cost. It
is true. I understand they have been
spending a considerable sum in process-
ing and examining nationals coming
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through in the regular manner. At the
same time, it is relieving the border-
patrol men and the immigration agents
from doing a lot of work that they would
otherwise have to do. So the Govern-
ment in the long run would probably be
spending that same $2 million in en-
forcement officers in other places, in-
stead of in the Labor Department.

I do not think the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] should be
so concerned about $2 million being
spent in some 20 States in the Union
when our Government is spending a con=-
siderable sum in the Carolinas in sub-
sidizing tobacco. We have to have a
little Government support on this, that
is true. You might keep that in mind.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. FISHER. Since the gentleman is
from the border country, as am I, the
two of us know the Mexican people and
admire them. I will ask the gentleman
if it is not a sort of insult to the Mexican
Government and the Mexican people to
suggest that they would consider it an
affront for the United States Congress
to take it on ourselves to legislate on an
issue that is domestic, in that it deals
with foreign labor in this country
legally, that are being processed and
given very favorable working contracts.

Does not the gentleman think that
Mexieo is not the type of nation or the
type of people who would resent our do-
ing what we have a right to do under our
sovereignty as a nation?

Mr. REGAN. The gentleman is cor-
rect. They are reasonable, sensible peo-
ple; and I want to say again that the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FisHer] and
I both have many friends among the
Mexican people. We are not going to
offend them through this legislation.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

WHY UNNECESSARILY OFFEND MEXICO?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, in what may now be said it
is my sincere hope that no Member of the
House will construe what is about to be
said as an attempt to solicit, I would not
say “get”, solicit the favor of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
mack] by agreeing with one of the views
he just expressed.

This bill is an apparently harmless
one. The gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CoorLEy] said that Michigan
had 2,500 Mexican workers. We have
onions, carrots, cabbages, cauliflower,
tomatoes, worlds of crops; we have
square miles of muck land where you
cannot get an American, much less an
Irishman, to get down on his knees and
pull weeds, thin plants; they just will
not do it. And, of course, the members
of the CIO, and there is a fine delegation
down here from the CIO, and the UE
from Whirlpool Corp. are in opposition
to this bill. I can understand why when
these people come in from Mexico and
they cannot be forced into a union to pay
initiation fees and dues, why the CIO
does not want them here; that is not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

hard to figure out. Neither can I un-
derstand why when the CIO or UE men
do not want the work, will not do the job
which the Mexicans want and will do,
they should object, unless it be on the
ground just suggested. Certainly the
union men want cheaper vegetables,
farm produce, for their families.

But there is something else about the
bill, in view of our foreign policy,
that is mnot logical. What does the
legislation do? As one reads it, it ap-
pears to be harmless, does it not? Ap-
parently; but what it says in amending
this law is that if the Secretary of Labor
cannot agree with the Mexican Govern-
ment, then he, the Secretary, can go
ahead and recruit workers from Mexico
anyway, regardless of what Mexico
thinks, That is being bigger and
stronger than Mexico. We will just deal
with her individual citizens as we please,
regardless of what the Mexican Govern=
ment says or does. In short Mexico,
though friendly, can like it or lump it.

We have spent billions upon billions
of dollars, we have had at least a million
men in the armed services to buy friend-
ship. One of the objectives for the
spending of billions, getting into two
wars was to retain the friendship of oth-
er nations by helping them fight com-
munism and the Communists. We have
been at it for 20 long years, trying, we
were told, to build up friendship. Now
we come along with this bill, and we say
to Mexico: “You either agree or the Sec-
retary of Labor will do five things.” And
whether you like it makes no difference.
“This is it; you take it and like it.” Is
that the way to treat a friendly nation?
Would we do that to Britain? What are
ithe things we authorize the Secretary to
do? I sent over to get the statute law.
It lists five things that the Secretary of
Labor can do without paying any atien-
tion to what the Mexican Government
wants. Here is the statutory authori-
zation:

The Secretary is given authority:

(1) To recruit such workers (including
any such workers who have resided in the
United States for the preceding 5 years, or
who are temporarily in the United States
under legal entry);

(2) To establish and operate reception cen-
ters at or near the places of actual entry of
such workers into the continental United
States for the purpose of receiving and hous-
ing such workers while arrangements are be-
ing made for their employment in, or de-
parture from, the continental United States;

(3) To provide transportation for such
workers from recruitment centers outside the
continenal United States to such reception
centers and transportation from such recep-
tion centers to such recruitment centers after
termination of employment;

(4) To provide such workers with such
subsistence, emergency medical care, and
burial expenses (not exceeding $150 burial
expenses in any one case) as may be or be-
come necessary during transportation au-
thorized by paragraph (3) and while such
workers are at reception centers.

Somebody said that the Mexican Gov=
ernment wanted a minimum wage.
Well, we have it in this country. Is there
any reason why they should not have a
minimum wage? And their people who
come up here, should they not receive
aminimum wage? Then the same gentle-
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man, my very dear friend from Iowa [Mr.
Hoeven] said they had less than a hun-
dred in Jowa—said that the Mexicans
were trying to channel the insurance—I
suppose health and welfare—into some
particular company. Well, bless vour
dear heart, that is what the labor rack-
eteers do in this country. When I
wanted to stop it a committee of the
House said: “Get out of that one; we do
not want you monkeying around there.”

Permit me to repeat: Just what can
the Secretary do? He is authorized to
recruit such workers.

That is all there in section 1. To re-
cruit such workers. That is solicit Mex-
icans to leave their homes, their coun-
try and do the work we will not do.

What else does he do? “Establish and
operate reception centers at or near the
places of actual entry of such workers
into the continental United States for
the purpose of receiving and housing.”

That is to say, he can go across the
Mexican border, send his agents across
to coax workers into signing employ-
ment contracts, put up a barracks, hous-
ing facilities, he can pay the transpor-
tation of the Mexicans from their homes
to wherever this center is, he can feed
those Mexicans and fake care of them,
give them medical services while they are
there, yes, he can bury them, too, if it
does not cost more than $150. All of
that the Secretary of Labor can do with-
out the consent of the Mexican authori-
ties, He can tell the representatives of
this friendly nation to “go peddle their
papers. We will deal with their people
as we wish.”

I do not know what is coming over
the folks here who talk about States
rights. Why, do you not in this resolu-
tion want to retain the bargaining power
in the Congress? You want to give the
Secretary of Labor the authority and let
him go down and establish these recruit-
ing centers to coax the Mexicans to come
over here.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HoFFMaN of Michigan moves that the
Committee do now rize and report the reso-
lution back to the House with the recom-
mendation that the enacting clause be
stricken.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, the only point I care to make
is we need these workers in Michigan.
We need between 3,000 and 3,500 of
them this coming year. We need them
in the canning and processing factories
as well as on the farms. We want them
in Michigan.

But certainly our folks do not want
the Secretary of Agriculture in opposi-
tion to the policies which we have sup-
ported and which has cost us so mueh in
dollars, in lives, and suffering in trying to
get the good will of the other nations to
act arbitrarily and without the approval
of the Government of this friendly nation
in inducing its people to come here just
because they will work for less than oth-
ers. We do not want the Secretary of
Agriculture to go down there close to the
line or perhaps in Mexico and do things
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to which the Mexican government
objects. Do we want the Secretary to
coax these people away from their
homeland by giving them more money,
more money than they can make at
home, to come across the border and
defy the Mexican Government fo pre-
scribe rules, regulations, or laws un-
der which their own people may operate?
We can do all that need be done easy
enough by negotiation. Are we being
Christians—friendly when instead of ap-
pointing members of a joint Commission
to do the job we give the Secretary power
to tell Mexico you do this or we, because
we have the power, will do it anyway.
We do not need to use strong-arm meth-
ods, we do not need to tell them we are
going to do it anyway, we do not need to
say we are going to get your men and
women to come over here whether you
want us to or not, and you have nothing
to say or do about their wages or living
conditions.

Think it over. I do not want to oppose
the Farm Bureau. I try to go along with
their program, but I do not believe in
delegating authority to an executive to
deal with a friendly nation when that
nation does not want to deal with him.
Maybe I will have to vote “present.” If
I do, it will be the second time I have
done that since I have been here. I am
not laboring under any delusions about
what is going to happen here. The bill
will be passed by a comfortable margin.
If it does, and I vote “no,” then once
more I am not going along with my lead=-
ership and the Eisenhower administra-
tion. I would like to go along sometime
on something with them, I wish they
would send up more of the sound, sensi-
ble ideas which, even though they are
old, made us what we are.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent o
withdraw my preferential motion.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words
and I ask unanimous consent to proceed
for 3 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make it clear in the beginning that
I am not speaking for California, Arizona
or for a lot of these other places. I am
speaking for the eighth congressional
district of Louisiana. And I am not
talking about what somebody told me or
about something that I read in a book.
I am going to talk to you about what
I, GEORGE LonNG, know about this situa-
tion.

We come here and we talk about over-
production. We have too much butter,
we have too much wheat, we have too
much corn, we have too much of every-
thing; yet you want to bring more peo-
ple into this country to create more sur-
plus for the Government to buy. That
is the whole story. ¥You want to bring
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in more labor, Mexican labor, and I do
not care where they come from.

In my part of the country we have
reduced the need for cotton pickers by
half, by the use of the cotton picking
machines. Iraisecotton. Iam a cotton
farmer. I know something about these
Mexican laborers, and I am going to tell
you about them, too. We further re-
duced the need for cotton pickers by
reducing the number of acres by 33
percent.

Now we have on our hands, along with
much of the rest of the United States,
unemployment. The people I am talk-
ing about do not raise crops. They do
not own a foot of land. The only place
they have is the home that they live in.
They work on the farms by the hour or
by the day. They are recruited by peo-
ple who come to town and take them off
to the farm and work them for that day.
These people, many of them, are today
out of work because much cotton land is
not being cultivated. They will not be
needed to pick the cotton.

This Mexican laborer business has been
bothering my part of the country a long
time. We can recruit all the labor we
need, and we can help Texas if they want
it, right out of Louisiana where these
people live.

Let us see what there is about these
Mexican laborers. They are brought
into our State in cattle trucks, stand-
ing up; there is not even room to sit
down. They cannot speak a word of
English, but they have a man with them
who can. And he sells them, he trades
them to these big farmers.

You talk about the CIO wanting this
bill or the American Federation of La-
bor wanting this bill. I will tell you who
wants this bill. The big cotton farmer
in Louisiana wants these Mexican la-
borers, because he can hire them for a
pittance as against the laborers who
live there. And he is doing it. There
is no question about his doing it. Do
not be deceived about who is doing this.
Some of the Members have been a little
caustic here. Do you know what this is?
This is for the big farmers in California,
in Louisiana, and in the rest of this
country. They are the people who want
the bill. This is the payoff to the big
farmers and the big cattle raisers for
having financed the Republican cam-
paign. Iam speaking for the poor fellow
who does not have a dime and who can-
not speak for himself and who wants an
opportunity to go out and earn a living
for a bunch of little old kids. In many
of those huts there are living 2 and 3
families who are begging for a chance
to earn an honest living. Do not deny
them that chance.

If Texas wants this, if California
wants it, let them have it. But do not
force it on the State of Louisiana where
we have men on relief rolls today beg-
ging for work.

Announcement by President Eisen-
hower that this country will resume
negotiations with Mexico toward an
agreement on importation of farm labor
from that country falls far short of the
action required to solve the wetback
problem. In 1951, before he entered the
White House, Mr. Eisenhower called the
wetback situation a moral disgrace.
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Since he became President, traffic in this
contraband labor has increased to a cur-
rent rate of 1 million a year. At the
same time a dangerous relaxation in
the standards formerly protecting such
workers has taken place.

Pressure for increased immigration of
Mexican farmworkers comes from the
big ranchers and corporate farms of
California and the Southwest. These
interests gave the Republican ticket
heavy political and financial support in
their campaign. In response to their
claims that an emergency exists, the De=
partment of Labor is now, with doubt-
ful legality, recruiting farmworkers for
them at the border.

There is no justification for legislation,
already approved by the Agriculture
Committees of both Houses of Congress,
authorizing the Department of Labor to
contract for seasonal farmworkers from
Mexico. Unemployment in the United
States is inereasing rapidly, with more
than 35 million now idle. The situation
in Louisiana at this time is deplorable.
There are thousands of unemployed
men—farmers and laborers—forced off
the farms as a result of the reduction in
cotton acreage. The landlords are not
in position to keep them because cotton
is the money crop, and they do not have
enough land. Many farms which sup-
ported from 75 to 100 families now have
25 or less.

For the past several years, the laborers
on cotton farms have found it increas-
ingly difficult to obtain employment.
Now that the cotton acreage has been
reduced, many thousands of people who
have no other vocation are out of work.
In the main, these people are well trained
in farming but untrained in any other
line.

Alien Mexican labor is a problem for
other reasons. Use and sale of narcotics
increase as do crimes of violence. Ille-
gitimate births, attributable to alien
fathers, are common.

I suggest that we make the wetbacks
drybacks and leave them in Mexico
where they cannot compete with our
farm laborers. All the farm labor need=
ed this year can be recruited in Louisiana
and other Southern States, I am sure;
and I trust we will not be foolish enough
to think that we are doing anyone a
favor when we bring more labor into this
country, thereby forcing the minimum
wage down instead of up and reducing
our standard of living to the point that
we will again have in this country unfed
and unclothed men and women—all
brought on by the fact that we were not
wise enough to see in time and avoid the
indiscriminate admission of Mexican
labor into this country. We already
have laws by which Mexican labor can
be brought into this country; and there
is no need, year after year, to meet here
and fight out this problem of making
legal that which is otherwise illegal,

It seems to me that we ought to wake
up and, instead of erying high taxes, put
into practice measures calculated to re-
move the burden from the taxpayers. I
earnestly hope that the Members of this
Congress will take stock, do some figuring'
for themselves, and not be stampeded by
a group of big farmers who employ large
numbers of laborers each year and want
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to hire them just as cheaply as they can.
They seem tg be not at all concerned
with the misery that will result, such as
sickness from overcrowding and even
death to children who are undernour-
ished. We all know the weak go first;
and when adults cannot find employ-
ment to support their families, then mal-
nutrition follows. This is a serious sit-
uation and, rather than patch together
the old pact for importing workers, Con-
gress should look to the rights of Amer-
ican citizens who have been treated with
a good deal less consideration than their
foreign cousins. If we continue to ad-
mit Mexicans, we will certainly live to see
the day that we will regret it. The Con-
gress of the United States can and should
be held responsible for the condition that
is bound to come if this bill is passed.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been
said about this legislation. Let us at
the start clear up one thing. Statements
were made by several of the speakers
supporting the legislation which might
lead people to believe that this is the
same legislation, that it has the same
thought behind it, that has been on this
floor in previous years. Nothing could
be further from the truth.

Let us review for just a brief moment
the history of this legislation. Before
I review it briefly, may I say that in that
review I hope to justify the position
taken by the labor movements of this
country, about which some critical or
unfounded remarks were made today.

During the years of World War II
there was found to be a great shortage
of labor qualified and willing and avail-
able for agricultural work. Nobody de-
nied it. It was well recognized. The
labor movements of the United States
cooperated in setting up a program that
would open the borders of this country
to Mexican labor that was available be-
cause their citizens were not being used
in as great numbers as ours were on the
battlefield.

At the cessation of the war that pro-
gram was terminated or reduced. In
1948 it was proposed that a new program
be worked out which would supply labor
to a recognized shortage in the farm and
agricultural areas of this country. The
labor movement recognized the need.
The labor movement came back to Wash-
ington and sat down in conferences. Af
that time as the President of the Califor-
nia State Federation of Labor I took part
in those conferences and urged the work-
ing out of a program which would bring
Mexican labor into the United States
under properly negotiated contracts to
help solve the labor shortage in the agri-
cultural field.

That program as enacted into law by
the Congress provided for a contract or
a treaty between this country and the
Mexican Government. A contract takes
two parties, it takes a meeting of the
minds, and it must be bilateral. There

may be some unilateral points of execu-

tion, but the contract must be bilateral
between two separate and distinct peo-
ple. That is what we had, and it ex-
pired on January 15 of this year.

Since then what has happened? This
country went on its own, carrying out its
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own policy to bring these people in. The
Comptroller General of the United
States advised the Secretary of Labor
and the administrative agencies that
they were expending the funds appro-
priated by this Congress to be used for
the purpose of carrying out such agree-
ment as was arrived at between our two
countries, the United States and Mexico,
under the previous law passed, they were
expending the funds illegally and un-
lawfully, and they must cease and desist.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SHELLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman
point out at that place in his remarks
the fact that the law under which these
agreements have been executed is still
on the books and still in operation? It
was continued at the request of the pres-
ent administration, and goes through
1955. It was only the contracts that
have expired, and they have been ex-
ended for 6 weeks pending the outcome
of these negotitions.

Mr. SHELLEY. What the gentleman
has said is absolutely correct. The law
is still on the books. The contract
agreement has expired, and the contract
agreement in the past several days has
been extended for 6 weeks pending the
outcome of the resumed negotiations
that are now going on.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for three
additional minutes.

Mr. HOPE. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
know how many there are who desire to
speak on the joint resolution at this time.
I think we ought to close up the general
debate.

Mr. COOLEY. I think there are
about 4 or 5 on this side, maybe 6.

The CHAIRMAN. There are 16 gen=-
tlemen standing.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I do not
like to object to additional time and I
shall not object as far as the gentleman
from California is concerned, but I
think I shall be compelled to object to
additional time on the part of any other
Member, in view of the fact that there
are still a large number who desire to be
heard.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, when
the contract expired on January 15, large
numbers of workers rushed to the Mexi-
can border, at least in my State, and I
assume there were similar occurrences
in and along the border in other States.
You saw the pictures of such occurrences
as shown by Mr. CooLEY earlier in this
debate. I have on the committee desk
on this side of the aisle notarized affida-
vits from people who witnessed the sit-
uation where the employees of the De-
partment of Immigration of the United
States, Department of Employment, and
of the border patrol who had rounded
up not only Mexicans who had originally
come in legally, but those who had come
in illegally, brought them to the border
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and told them, “There is no longer any
contract. We will take you to the border.
You put your foot over and then jump
back and you will then be a legal en-
trant under the way we are now oper-
ating.” I have any number of affidavits
from people who saw that operation.
That is not denied. That is what will
prevail if you adopt this kind of legisla-
tion. What will we do with these people
after they are here if the Mexican Gov-
ernment at some subsequent date re-
fuses to take them back? You are pass-
ing legislation which is creating a ter-
rific social impact upon the conditions
of American workers. In this resolu-
tion you are passing legislation which
can have the most dire effect on our
diplomatic situation in Central and
South America where the Communist
agents have been operating for some
time in Guatemala and in Mexico, and
who several years ago were in strong
power in Chile, who have been using the
argument that the United States is an
imperialistic country which will simply
operate for its own benefit, to exploit
the citizens of neighboring states. At
this particular time with the Inter-
American Conference going on in Cara-
cas, Venezuela, we certainly should not
approach this matter hastily. We have
spent some years developing and carry-
ing out a good neighbor policy in our
relationships with our southern neigh-
bors. Are we going to let the avaricious
desire of some few factory farmers de-
stroy that relationship? That is exactly
what we will be doing in passing this
legislation.

Further, there is no provision for
proper screening as to the health haz-
ards or as to the criminal background or
narcotic addiction or peddling, and the
Justice Department and the Health De-
partment many times made comment on
that situation. In some of the com-
munities in my State, the local authori-
ties are now complaining of the number
of Mexicans, both legally admitted and
illegally admitted who have come in and
have become problems, social problems,
and health problems for those commu-
nities.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I wonder
if we cannot have an understanding as
to the termination of debate on the joint
resolution and all amendments thereto.
I ask unanimous consent that all de-
bate on the joint resolution and amend-
ments thereto close at 4:30 p. m.

Mr. COOLEY, Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object. I think only 3
or 4 Members have spoken since gen-
eral debate on the joint resolution was
concluded. Only 3 or 4 Members have
spoken under the 5-minute rule. ¥You
can see from the number of Members
standing the great interest in this leg-
jslation. It seems to me it would be very
unwise to shorten the debate in any such
fashion. I shall be forced to object to
any such request because when we were
engaged in general debate, I know that
many Members wanted time and we only
had an hour on this side. Unfortu-
nately, I consumed more time than I
had anticipated. I am sure the Mem-
bers are sincere in wanting to present
their views on this matter. I hope the
gentleman will not press for a limitation
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of time at this moment, but let us go on
for a little while.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, there has
been a considerable amount of debate
under the 5-minute rule. We had
ample debate during the 2 hours that
was allowed for the discussion of this
measure. I believe the Committee is
ready to vote in the near future.

I move that all debate on the bill, and
amendments thereto, close at 4:30.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion by the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. HOPE].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CooLEY) there
were—ayes 103, noes 31.

So the motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Hope]l, is recognized.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I simply
want to point out two things that I be-
lieve are apparent from the debate that
has taken place today. One is that
whereas these negotiations had been
stalemated for some time before this
legislation was considered by the com-
mittee and before a rule was granted,
since that time we are making some
progress. If we pass this legislation we
will make some more progress. There
has been nothing come up that I know
of that has indicated that what we have
done in any way has offended the Mexi-
can Government or the Mexican people.

Second, with the exception of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CooLEY], every Member who
has opposed this legislation also opposed
the initial legislation to permit bringing
Mexican labor into this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. HAGEN].

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to House Joint
Resolution 355. I do so somewhat re-
luctantly because I have farmer friends
in my district who feel that this legis-
lation is necessary to a proper solution
of their labor problems. I do not ques-
tion their sincerity. I do question their
estimate of the availability of domestic
farm labor in this country. In the light
of undisputed reports of growing unem-
ployment in all categories of labor in-
cluding farm labor I would be abdicat-
ing fair judgment if I found any neces-
sity for enactment of this bill; moreover
I would be deserting all reasonable con=
cepts of humanitarianism and legisla-
tive objectivity if I failed to oppose it.
I apologize to my friends for our differ-
ence of opinion.

I would preface further remarks on the
substance of the situation by qualifying
myself as sonrewhat of an expert on the
subject of agricutural labor. I repre-
sent a great three-county agricultural
area. Therein we grow almost every
variety of crop which contributes to our
national food and fiber requirements and
some of these crops are almost exclu-
sively grown in my district. I am fa-
miliar with the recent history of labor
supply and demand with respect to the
production and harvesting of these
groups. Truck, tree fruit, and vine crops
require a lot of hand labor. The pro=-
duction and harvesting of cotton re=
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quires a great deal of hand labor. In
the early thirties depression and drought
in the great Southwest displaced a great
many of the good people in the States
of Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and New
Mexico. These people came to Cali-
fornia seeking jobs and until the outset
of World War II constituted almost the
sole source of the labor necessary for
such crops. In the course of time many
of these fine people settled on the land
and have become successful entrepre-
neurs in our economy but there are nmrany
of them who have never ceased doing
farm labor and they have continued to
supply a good portion of our farm-labor
requirement. This requirement has de-
clined by reason of mechanization and
this fact plus the fact that emigres to
our cities are available for peak agricul-
tural employment has resulted in the
establishment of a most stable relation-
ship between employment demand and
supply met largely out of the labor pool
created by the influx of people I have
mentioned. These are the people who
lose jobs to imported laborers in time of
job shortages.

The timing of this legislation is ex-
tremely bad. It can be justified only on
the basis of labor shortage. In my
opinion this shortage does not presently
exist in my area of California; moreover,
I question the validity of a conclusion of
shortage in any other area because like
growers in other areas some of my grow-
ers insist they have a labor shortage in
the face of overwhelming evidence to
the contrary. I voted for 1953 legisla-
tion continuing the treaty arrangement.
In my opinion that is the only proper
method to handle a real labor shortage.

We have heard a great deal of talk
about wetbacks, so-called by reason of
illegal entrance into this country. This
bill is speciously described as a solution
to the wetback problem. I certainly
reject this argument. I would hate to
conclude that a great country like the
United States could only close its borders
to illegal entrants by the device of offer-
ing jobs to foreigners, jobs which are
needed by our own people. Those who
hold such an opinion have small faith
in our institutions. If there is any truth
in this conclusion we are, indeed in
trouble because the Justice Department
recently reported that over 100 past and
present Communists cross the border
daily in this horde of legal and illegal
Mexican laborers.

In truth the only real justification for
this bill is a purported shortage of do-
mestic agricultural labor. Let us exam-
ine this justification.

I have before me a story from the
Fresno Bee of February 17, 1954. The
head reads “Work Program Is Ordered
for Farm Jobless.” The article states
that the welfare director for Kings
County, my home county, stated:

We have the greatest agricultural relief
Ioad since the depression. In the San
Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys many agri-
cultural workers will be reemployed by
spring but the outlook is mot so good.

Further:

Rible was of the opinion work production
will reduce the crime rate and if there is a
bon;-ﬂdanaeda(amilymanwmbegmdm
wor
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A February 16 story in the Bakers-
field Californian is headed “Fresno To
As': More Agents To Rout Wetbacks,”
Sidney Cruff, the chairman of the Fresno
County board of supervisors, is quoted as
saying:

There is no doubt that every wetback at
work in the county is keeping a citizen out
of a job.

A story in the Fresno Bee of February
17 reports that the county has formally
appealed to the Immigration and Natur-
alization Service for a more vigorous pro-
gram of deporting Mexican aliens to re-
lieve the agricultural unemployment
situation in that county. A letter ad-
dressed by the county board of supervi-
sors to that Federal agency reads in
part:

The demand upon our county welfare de-
partment for general relief to employable
but unemployed citizen agricultural workers
is rising out of proportion to normal ex-
pectations. At the same tinre a rapid in-
crease in thefts, burglaries, and robberies
may be traced to these destitute and needy
people.

The Fresno Bee, one of the outstand-
ing newspapers in the United States has
twice editorialized on the necessity of
reducing the number of alien Mexican
laborers in order that American citizens
might have jobs.

Gentlemen this is the situation in my
part of the country with respect to the
presence or absence of local farm-labor
supply, and I venture to say that there
are as many big operators shedding
crocodile tears about the absence of local
labor here as exist in any part of the 5
States which principally seek this legis-
lation.

If local people are unemployed by lack
of jobs it makes no difference whether
available jobs are being filled by aliens
legally in the United States or illegally
in the United States. In either event the
local citizen is just as unemployed, just
as broke, just as hungry, just as suscep-
tible to an economic urge to rob or steal.

Only the most urgent and demon-
strable necessity would dictate the im-
portation of a foreign-labor force con-
sisting almost solely of male persons un-
accompanied by families. Aside from
the question of displacement of local la-
bor such a labor force carries with it
social problems of overwhelming impor-
tance.

Until the advent of a large foreign
Mexican labor force in California the
rural areas of California had no problem
of narcotic use and sale. Today each
edition of the local papers carries news of
arrests for narcotic addiction or sale. In
an overwhelming number of cases the
person arrested has a name of Mexican
ethnic origin. He is either an alien or a
domestic corrupted by association with
aliens. I understand that Mexico is now
the prime source of heroin used in this
country and it would be unrealistic to
assume that day laborers crossing the
border would not be used as agents or
carriers. Crimes of violence are various
and frequent in those areas which have a
large foreign-labor population.

Prostitution and illegitimacy are other
common occurrences. These conditions
are typical of communities with a dis-
placed male labor force without women
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or any real roots in the community. It
is to the credit of the Catholic Church
that it has always recognized this prob-
lem through the vehicle of the Rural Life
Conference, so ably headed in California
by Monsignor O'Dwyer.

Gentlemen, in expressing the foregoing
conclusions I make no inference of basic
inferiority with respect to any ethnic
group., I am merely expressing a preju-
dice in favor of American citizens over
alien residents in this country under the
peculiar conditions of agricultural em-
ployment. We have, in the San Joaquin
Valley, a local population of Mexican
origin of recent or distant character.
These persons are citizens. They partici-
pate in community affairs. They have
families. They are among our best citi-
zens and contribute a large number of
persons to our farm-labor supply. They
need your protection.

I urge you to defeat this disgraceful
legislation which is unjustified and is a
direct affront to a friendly government.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. WiLsoN] is rec-
ognized.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HUNTER
and Mr. PaiLLIPS yielded their time to
Mr. WiLson of California.)

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I am perhaps as near being
a wetback as any Member here, for I was
born on the Mexican border and have
lived my life on the Mexican border. I
know the problem very well.

This legislation is a sincere attempt to
eliminate the wetback menace. I think
the bill should be known as the wetback
control bill. It is the result of a visit to
the border by the Attorney General last
summer. He was very much concerned
about the number of arrests of wetbacks
in our State last year. He came down
to the border to see what the problem
was. As a result he saw that some
changes were needed in existing agree-
ments, and he and the Department of
Labor have been attempting to get those
changes put into the agreement with
Mexico. Mexico has not yet agreed to
go along with us, and so they have not
signed the new agreement, but I am con=-
fident that if we pass this legislation and
if Mexico sees that we are sincere in
wanting to make some minor changes in
the agreement we can eliminate the very
serious wetback menace that confronts
us. I hope you will support this legis-
lation,

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILSON of California. I yield.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill now before us. It
serves two major purposes, First, it
helps to provide for the orderly recruit-
ment of supplemental agricultural labor
from Mexico. Second, it makes possible
more effective administration of the im-
migration laws. In other words, it will
help solve the wetback problem.

In order to gain a clear and accurate
picture of the present farm labor situa-
tion in California and the need for sup=-
plemental workers from Mexico in the
immediate future, I asked for a report
from the Department of Employment of
the State of California. I received such
& report dated February 18, 1954, signed
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by Edward F. Hayes, chief of the farm
placement service of said department,
and I quote from his report:

Bouthern California is in the early stages
of harvesting nearly 100,000 acres of lemons
and navel oranges. Current employment in
these 2 ecitrus crops totals 8,700 workers,
and the rising labor demand is expected to
reach 12,000 by mid-March, if weather and
crop maturity follow present indications.
The 8,700 workers currently picking citrus
include about 6,000 contract Mexican na-
tionals. These harvests will be at a peak
some time between late March and the first
of May, when the peak labor requirement
may total 13,000 workers.

At the present time there are 16,750 Mexi-
can nationals under contract to California
employers, with 14,000 of these men, here
under original eontracts, subject to return
to Mexico, under present regulations, on or
before February 26, 1954. It will be impos-
sible to replace these workers with domestic
farm workers. Our offices have been con=-
ducting urgent recruitment among unem-
ployed domestic workers, trying to replace
these Mexicans but without success.

Furthermore, California faces the spring
peak of planting and thinning operations,
and early vegetable harvests calling for ad-
ditional workers in most parts of the State.
In addition to continuing or rising labor
needs in Imperial Valley vegetables and
southern California citrus crops, the next
major need requiring large numbers of sup=
plemental workers will be possibly 2,000 for
the harvest of some 65,000 acres of asparagus
in the San Joaguin-Sacramento delta area,
starting about March 1 and normally re-
quiring a peak total of about 9,000 workers
between April and June.

To give you some idea of the significance
of the labor needs cited, in relation to the
State total farm-labor picture, total em-
ployment on farms at mid-February was
about 398,000, with current shortages of
1,100. Approximately 97,000 of the total
were engaged in major seasonal operations,
including about 50,000 in the harvests, and
pruning of orchards and vineyards; more
than 30,000 in vegetables, and about 17,000
in fleld crops—principally cotton picking.

Although California has an estimated
200,000 unemployed workers at the present
time, these are primarily nonagricultural
workers, including seasonal employees of
canneries, other processing plants, lumber=-
ing, and construction industries, as well as
workers unemployed by industrial layoffs.
Agricultural employment is being offered to
these people but with very few acceptances,
and the turnover of those who have accepted
available farm jobs has been very high.

We hope this Information conveys the
urgency of California’s need for immediate
decision and action to maintain and aug-
ment our supply of supplemental Mexican
workers.

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, if I have any additional time
I would just like to say there are over
a thousand farmers in my district who
are interested in this legislation. We
hear about the big contract farmers
which are supposed to be the only ones
supporting this legislation. Most of my
farmers run small citrus groves and
small truck farms; they are not the large
contract farmers, yet they do use a few
of these contract laborers and they are
very much interested in this legislation.
So it is not a bill that benefits the big
farmers, it benefits a great many of the
small farmers who are producing our
truck crops. I urge adoption of this
resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr, HOSMER].
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(By unanimous consent, the time al-
lotted Mr. RHODES of Arizona was given
to Mr. HOSMER.)

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, some
difficulties have been pointed out here by
certain of the objectors to this bill that
it might cause some slight to the Mexi-
can Government and cause some diffi-
culty with our international relations in
that regard. It has also been pointed
out by some of the opponents of the bill
the fear that it might permit the illegal
importation of narcotics into this coun-
try from the Republic of Mexico. I truly
believe these fears are not justified.
However, if they do exist, and these op-
ponents are sincere, and if it may like-
wise be sincere among the people of
Mexico and the Government of Mexico,
there is a measure now pending before
the Judiciary Committee of this House to
establish a joint United States-Mexico
Commission to handle the problem of
wetbacks and narcotics that can be
passed by this House as a supplement to
the measure now before us, which would
set at rest any of those fears that have
been expressed on those two counts.

I sincerely hope that such measure
will be passed by the House before this
session is ended.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
MarON].

(By unanimous consent, the time al-
lotted Mr. THoMPsON of Texas was given
to Mr. MAHON.)

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman
from Texas, my friend, CLARK THOMPSON,
for yielding me the brief time allotted to
him. His support of this legislation is
well known, and his interest in the cause
of agriculture and labor is, likewise,
well known. Mr. Chairman, one of the
Members has previously referred to his
personal acquaintance with this subject.
I, too, can talk about the agricultural
labor situation from firsthand knowl-
edge. I think I represent the heaviest
cotton-producing district in the United
States. Much of that cotton is harvested
by Mexican nationals.

The Mexican national law has done a
great deal to raise the standards of the
agricultural worker in the Southwest.
It has brought about better housing fa-
cilities, better sleeping and living condi-
tions, better utilities for the workers; it
has raised the standards of the agricul-
tural worker and it has done a great deal
for the cause of labor, I yield to no one
in my support of the working people of
this country—organized or unorganized.
I would not be willing to support a meas-
ure that would discriminate against the
rights and privileges of our own Ameri-
can laborers. I would not be willing to
see foreign labor imported as a device for
lowering the employment opportunities,
the living conditions, or the wages of
American working people. I well realize
that this program must be administered
with great care in order that we fully
safeguard the rights of our own people.

Someone said on the floor that these
people work for a mere pittance. The
truth is that the Mexican national worker
by reason of the contract is paid the pre-
vailing wage. The truth is that during
the peak of the cotton-harvesting season
in my congressional district, the Mexican
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national who comes there makes more
money per hour, per day, and per week
than many of the school teachers in my
district, than many of the clerks in the
stores for a comparable period. They
make from $5 to $10 and more, probably
$15 or $20 per day in the peak of the
season helping harvest the cotton crop.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog=-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr, McCarTHY].

(By unanimous consent, the time
allotted Mr. MappEN was given to Mr,
McCARTHY.)

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, ever
since I have been a Member of the Con-
gress this farm labor bill has been pre-
sented to the Congress as the solution to
the wetback problem. The statistics in
regard to the number of wetbacks who
have been caught and returned show
clearly that every time we pass a new bill
the wetback problem becomes worse in-
stead of better. Before we had any legal
program from ten to twelve thousand
illegals were coming into the country
each year., Since the passage of the first
so-called legalizing act of 1943 the num-
ber of illegal entries has increased, until
last year the number apprehended was
approximately 875,000.

If we are going to pass this bill, let us
not act upon it as a means of controlling
the wetback problem, because it simply
will not accomplish that purpose. What
the Committee on Agriculture should do,
instead of weakening the present act, is
to give some study to the recommenda-
tions of the President’s Commission on
Migratory Labor as reported in 1951.

I should like to ask the members of the
committee whether they have given any
consideration to those recommendations;
whether they have tried to do anything
about the migratory farm labor problem
in the United States; whether they have
proposed anything that would improve
the wages or the working conditions or
the standard of living of these people.

As a matter of fact, the only improve-
ment that has come has been the result
of the insistence of the Mexican Govern-
ment that we in the United States set up
certain standards with regard to wages
and working conditions for Mexican na-
tionals who come into this country. The
only standard we have is one that is re-
lated to what the Mexican Government
has insisted that we set up for her na-
tionals, and the committee now is asking
us to weaken those standards. I think
this legislation should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
REGAN].

Mr. REGAN. Mr.Chairman, twice, on
yesterday and today, I have heard re-
marks about irresponsible statements of
somebody from one of the bureaus here,
made in an effort to get a higher appro-
priation, and saying that there were
hundreds of Communists coming across
at El Paso under the guise of being
braceros. That isnot true. I defythem
to prove it. I know it is not true.

Further I resent the fact that these
hardworking Mexicans, who come over
here to try to make a few honest dollars,
are accused of being Communists, be-
cause they are not that type of people.
They are pretty good, decent, fair, hard-
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working Mexicans who are doing work
over here that our overrich people will
not do.

One more thing. This bill, in my
opinion, is to determine whether or not
the Congress of the United States or the
€I0 is calling the turn on what we shall
do in the United States. I hope this will
be supported in a substantial way.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. HOLIFIELD].

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, in
ene minute one cannot cover very much
ground on this subject. But the study
on migratory labor of the United States
Government is available to all the Mem-
bers of the House. If they will study
that one book, they will see what this is
all about. I quote from page T79:

The United States Department of Agricul-
ture figures on wages for farm labor in Texas
in 1950 were 54 cents an hour; in New Mex-
ico 54 cents an hour; in Arizona 64 cents an
hour; and in California 88 cents an hour.

I might say that in the Imperial Val-
ley in California farm-labor wages were
about half what they were at the time up
in the San Joaquin Valley, which is
about 200 miles mnorth. The farther
away you get from the Mexican-Cali-
fornia border the higher the farm wage
gets. This proves the depressing effect
of wetback or contract labor from
Mexico.

This bill will give a cloak of “legalism™
to labor exploitation by the corporate
farm owners of the West.

It will have a bad effect on our inter-
national relations with Mexico and other
Latin American counfries.

I regret that time has been denied the
opponents to effectively use the many
arguments available against this bill.
I shall vote against the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
F1sHER]

(By unanimous consent Mr. FisHER
vielded the time allotted to him to Mr.
GATHINGS.)

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman,
there has been quite a lot of discussion
in this debate about the need for these
Mexicans in the United States. I want
to read a few sentences from a letter
addressed to me from the Ventura
County Citrus Growers Committee under
date of February 24, 1954:

Our assoclation made a request for 500
British West Indian workers, and we were
told by the California Department of Em-
ployment that we would first have to take
all the domestic referrals that they could
send us. The appeal went forth during the
third week of January by press, radio, and
the department of employment job bulletin
boards. Referrals were accepted from Cal-
ifornia, Arizona, and Nevada. On February
22 something over 2,600 referrals had been
made to Ventura County. Over 1,100 of
them actually reported to the packinghouses
inquiring about the jobs; 565 to 575 agreed
to accept employment; 305 actually re-
ported on the job; and as of February 22
105 were working.

These people were both families and single
men. We had houses for them to rent—2
to 4 bedrooms for $10 and $15 per month.
We paid the deposits for electricity and gas,
and 65 percent of the families used our
houses, drew food in advance, and as soon as
work was available left without paying for
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food, deposits, or rernit. We have a barrack
type camp for single men; and, at last ac-
counting on night of February 20, over four
hundred men had gone through camp with 67
Ieft and $3,818 board and room bills left
unpaid.

I might say that lemon picking is on a
piece-rate basis and the average earnings
for all pickers in our county last year was
97.4 cents for lemons and $1.02 per hour for
oranges. The average moneys earned ap-
plies to imported Mexican nationals, dis-
placed persons, and American domestic work-
ers, since all types and all classes of workers
are paid on exactly the same rate and in
many crews the workers are commingled. I
would like to say also that our domestic
crews are better than the other groups and
earn a higher average.

Hoping that this information answers your
request, I remain

Sincerely yours,
BrRUce H. MiLLs,
President.
WiLriam H., TOLBERT,
Manager.

That is out of 2,600 that had been
referred.

I have a telezram here from the San
Antonio Employment Association under
date of Pebruary 23, 1954:

In re inquiry, quote fizures of referrals by
Callfornia Department of Employment, Jan-
uary 15 to present: 350 referred, 294 showed
up, 275 had work in agriculture, 250 began
work, 30 now working, average length of
stay 2 days, records on 34 men show 15 left
owing, total 69.

Here is another telegram, from the
Southern California Farmers Association
to me:

Following figures referrals California De-
partment Employment to this labor associa-
tion for citrus harvest January 15 to Febru-
ary 1: Referrals, 204; still working 5.

There is a distinct need for recruiting
these workers from Mexico if farming
operations are to be maintained and food
and fiber crops cultivated and harvested.
For the lack of workers when they are
needed will mean higher prices for the
consumer. Perishable commodities will
deteriorate or spoil completely if they
are not harvested when they are ready
for harvest.

This resolution will provide a uni-
lateral procedure to recruit needed
Mexican workers when an agreement be-
tween the two Governments cannot be
agreed upon. Unilateral action is not
new to the Mexican officials. The hear-
ings reveal that the Mexican representa-
tives have blacklisted communities and
counties on flimsy and unwarranted
charges. The farmers residing in those
communities or counties were denied
workers until such time as a hearing was
held and the facts revealed. I quote be-
low a letter of an eminent Arkansas at-
torney received by me last week regard-
ing the ridiculous charges used by Mexi-
can officials to blacklist a whole county:

HALE & FOGLEMAN,
Marion, Ark., February 18, 1954.
Hon. E. C. GATHINGS,
Member of Congress,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Toox: I am a day late getting you the
information request-ed in your talephona call
of yesterday, but had no secretary when
gw:t adjourned and was unable to locate my

s,

‘The people in this territory found in deal-
ing with the Mexican Government, with
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reference to seasonal use of Mexican natlon-
als, that many false claims were made and
a great many unnecessary complaints were
registered. In a hearing before the Mexican
consul and the representatives of the United
States Department of Labor last September,
it was revealed that false claims were regis-
tered with reference to housing, subsistence,
pay scale and the contracts in general.

To fully set this out, the representatives
of Mexico made clalms that housing was in-
adequate, although proper inspection and
approval had been had; that bedding was
improper, although it met the contract’s
specifications; that dishes were not clean,
although it was the duty of the workmen
to do their own dishwashing, etc.; complaint
was made because certain Mexican nationals
had been placed under arrest when, in fact,
they had departed from the place of employ-
ment and were later expelled from the coun-

Complaints were raised about filth in the
quarters when the filthy conditions them-
selves were shown to have been a result of
bad housekeeping by those using the prems-
ises.

We likewise were faced with complaints
that the farmers did not pay the established
prices, although the price was established at
a time later than the period for which
claim was made. This was a direct result
of the investigation and price determination
made in August of 19562 which was retroac-
tive until June. Adjustments were prompt-
1y made, but great complaint was registered
by the representatives of the Mexican Gov-
ernment.

Claims were likewise made by the consu-
late that local laborers were being paid more
than their nationals. It developed that they
were unable to prove a single instance of
such improper action.

Of course, we do not insist that there were
not errors or instances when some minor
complaints might not have been proper.
However, this was principally due to lan-
guage difficulty and a difference in opinion
as to the Interpretation of the contract. It
was found that a great majority of the claims
were without foundation and that much
trouble was caused by unnecessary meddling
by the Mexican officials then in charge of
the local office. We trust that this will be
of some assistance to you.

Very truly yours,
James C. HALE,

This legislation is needed. It is
needed now. If approved it would up-
hold the hand of our Government of-
ficials in their negotiations. It would
uphold the hand of the American farmer
who asks a better work agreement, an
agreement that will prevent the black-
listing of an entire county without fully
complying with the international agree-
ment which requires joint action of the
two governments and not the action of
one government alone,

Our officials are asking that the worker
himself should have some responsibilities
to perform and that the farmer could
withhold wages to reimburse him in case
the worker jumped his contract and ab-
sconded. I trust the resolution will be
agreed to.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, the Congress is seldom called upon
to consider a more complicated social
and economic problem than that pre-
sented in the pending rescluticn. I shall
support it because I believe the existing
supply of farm labor will prove insuffi-
cient in certain seasons and at the same
time it will provide opportunities for
residents of Mexico who are eager for
this employment.
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‘While I appreciate the desire of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
CooLey] to avoid tension in cur rela-
tions with the Republic of Mexico I am
confident that the passage of the resolu-
tion will not have the effect of disturbing
the relationship. Progress in working
out a mutually satisfactory agreement
must be made.

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, I wish
to direct atiention to related problems
which I trust will soon receive our at-
tention. I refer to the absence of a co=
ordinated Federal program for the wel-
fare of all migrants, our native workers
as well as those who come for a period
from outside our borders. There is an
appalling need for improved health, edu-
cational and welfare facilities for this
group, particularly the children.

Now I realize that primarily the re-
sponsibility for this service belongs to
local agencies and that private rather
than governmental programs are re-
quired. I do not ccntend for Federal
usurpation of these functions, but only
that we cannot afford to enter the field
of labor recruitment to the extent of this
resolution without accepting the accom-
panying responsibility for providing,
through all appropriate agencies, for the
well-being of those affected by it.

This is an appealing human problem
and it will continue to cry out for solu-
tion until we act.

I do not condemn the employers.
They are harrassed by cost problems,
and they are busy with a multitude of
seasonal tasks. Still our best hope is in
the imagination and stimulated interest
which they may display in this matter.
Once aroused to its urgency they will
exert leadership.

The soundness of a federally coordi-
nated program in behalf of these up-
rooted multitudes cannot be questioned.
I respectfully urge the great Committee
on Agriculture to take time out to survey
the needs.

There is abundant material on the
subject. ‘The President’s Commission
on Migratory Labor which completed its
exhaustive studies on March 26, 1926,
submitted comprehensive reports on var-
ious phases of the problem and outlined
effective remedies. Still little has been
done by Federal authority. For exam-
ple, there is virtually a complete vacuum
in Federal housing legislation for the
migrant and seasonal workers.

State school facilities are often
strained to provide minimum services
and these efforts are poorly coordinated.

In the case of health, the fact that
migrants by the nature of their occu-
pation cannot meet residence require-
ments, imposed by law or regulation,
combines with their poverty to deny
them care. In addition, as pointed out
by the President’s Commission on Mi-
gratory Labor, local governments are
financially unable to pay the major
share of health costs for this group.
This factor, combined with the inter-
state nature of the problems involved,
make it necessary, according to the
Commission, for the Federal Govern-
ment to share responsibility with the
States in developing a health program
for migrants,
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In view of the growing trend toward
mechanization of agriculture and the in-
creased risks to farm workers, the Com-
mission also recommended that the De-
partments of Labor and Agriculture, in
cooperation with State agencies, insti-
tute a safely program and that the De-
partment of Labor take the initiative in
assisting administrators of State labor
laws to solve problems of applying work-
men’'s compensation to migratory farm
workers. At the present time, only one
State, Ohio, makes coverage of agricul-
tural workers in their workmen’s com-
pensation laws compulsory. The Legis-
lative Reference Service advises me that
five other States—Arizona, Minnesota,
New York, Oklahoma, and Wyoming—
make coverage compulsory for certain
mechanical or power operations on
farms.

There are two Federal laws regulating
child labor in agriculture: The Sugar
Beet Act of 1937 and the Fair Labor
Standards Act. However, according to
the investigation of the Commission on
Migratory Laber, enforcement of both
statutes is in general not strict, although
it varies from State to State. The Com-
mission also found that, while eradica-
tion of child labor is primarily a State
responsibility, few States have adequate
child-labor laws applicable to agricul-
ture, and still fewer States have ade-
quately enforced the child-labor laws in
existence,

Closely related to the problem of child
labor in agriculture is the lack of edu-
cational opportunity among migrant
children to which I have alluded. The
Commission on Migratory Labor con-
cluded that because of the conflict be-
tween the nonlocal character of migra-
tory people and the essential local char-
acter of the public school system, it is
necessary for the Federal Government
to give supplementary educational aid to
the States with the provision that Fed-
eral activities should not compete with
or displace locally provided services.

The President’s Commission recognizes
the outstanding work done in the field
of developing migrant-labor facilities by
the States of New Jersey, New York,
California, Wisconsin, Texas, and Colo-
rado. But again, Mr. Chairman, the
Commission points out that the Federal
Government has resorted to emergency
provisions. No continuity has been pro-
vided.

The Commission wisely cautions
against a new bureau or agency to serve
these requirements. Some of the rec-
ommendations follow:

We recommend that—

(1) There be established a Federal Com-
mittee on Migratory Farm Labor, to be ap-
pointed by and responsible to the President.

(2) The committee be composed of 3
public members and 1 member from each
of the following agencies: Department of
Agriculture, Department of Labor, Depart-
ment of State, Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, and Federal Security Agency.

(3) The public members be appointed by
the President. One public member should
serve full time as chairman and the other
two on a part-time basis. The Government
representatives should be appointed by the
President on the nomination of the heads of
the respective agencies, The committee
should have authority, within the limits of
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its appropriation, to establish such advisory
committees as it deems necessary.

(4) The Federal Committee on Migratory
Farm Labor have the authority and respon-
sibility, with adequate staff and funds to
assist, coordinate, and stimulate the various
agencies of the Government in their activ-
ities and policles relating to migratory farm
labor, including such investigations and pub-
lications as will contribute to an understand-
ing of migratory farm labor problems, and
to recommend to the President, from time to
time, such changes in administration and
legislation as may be required to facilitate
improvements in the policies of the Govern=-
ment relating to migratory farm labor. The
committee should undertake such specific
responsibilities as are assigned to it in the
recommendations set forth in this report and
as may be assigned to it by the President.

In general, however, the committee should
have no administrative or operating respon-
sibilities; these should remain within the
respective established agencles and depart-
ments.

(5) Similar agencies be established in the
various States. The responsibilities and the
activities of the Federal Committee on Mi-
gratory Farm Labor and those of the agen-
cles established in the States should be com=-
plementary and not competitive. The State
agencies should be encouraged to carry for-
ward those programs in behalf of migratory
farm workers which, by their nature, fall
within +he responsibility of individual States.
The Federal committee will have major
concern with interstate, national, and inter-
national activities. But at all times there
should be close consultation between the
Federal and State agencies and a two-way
flow of information, suggestions, and effec-
tive cooperation.

I call attention to the above recom-
mendations because I believe we will con-
tinue to be plagued by these problems
unless we set in motion at the Federal
level remedial procedures to reduce in
severity the evils associated with these
conditions. There is no basic conflict
between our interest and Mexico’s, be-
tween the employer and those seeking
to sell their labor, between the South-
west and the other regions of our coun-
try. It is indeed a national problem and
it must be met.

The CHAIRMAN,. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. BAaILEY],

(Mr. Mmrer of Kansas and Mr.
MercaLF asked and were given per-
mission to yield the time allotted to them
to Mr. BAILEY.)

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, when
this initial legislation was approved in
1951 I opposed it on the ground that
there was written into the legislation a
provision exempting these Mexican im-
migrant workers from the payment of in-
come taxes and exempting them from
participation and inclusion under the
Social Security Act.

I was interested in what the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. MaroN] said about
Mexican workers making more than
school teachers. If that is true, they
ought to be paying income taxes.

~ Mexico has abrogated the provisions
of the agreement. This resolution here
would provide for negotiating directly
by the farm people at the border with
the Mexican laborers themselves,

Under the agreement we have with
Mexico these workers were guaranteed a
minimum wage, they were guaranteed
certain hospital services, they were guar-
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anteed unemployment compensation.
All of that will be set aside under this
new agreement because we are going to
deal directly with them, and you will
negotiate with them at whatever you
want to pay on the border.

With more than 45,000 unemployed
people in the State of West Virginia, I
would be remiss in my duty if I voted for
a piece of legislation to bring in prob-
ably two or three hundred thousand ad-
ditional workers to work on the farms of
this country.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Mexico.

Mr. FERNANDEZ, Is there any rea-
son to believe that the Mexican Govern-
ment can set their minimum wages and
labor standards better, more fairly, and
to greater advantages for these workers
than our own Government can?

Mr. BAILEY., That was part of the
agreement that was abrogated.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. This would pro-
vide for it. If we do not provide for it,
we will not have anything.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, with the
full understanding and intent that this
shall be a part of the legislative history
of this bill, I want to clearly state that
approval of this joint resolution does not
approve the contract the Labor Depart-
ment has proposed to give to the Mexican
workers. Certainly I want it understood
that this House is not writing legislative
history approving the wording of any
contract but is simply authorizing the
negotiation of a contract with Mexican
workers. I feel that there are provisions
in the proposed contract which are not
in keeping with the general law of the
United States. I would not want this
debate to close until it is made abundant-
ly clear for the purpose of the REcorp
that the enactment of this measure does
not in any way constitute an approval
of article 17 of that contract. It was
never the intent of the committee or
the Congress that the Secretary of Labor
should attempt by contract or otherwise
to regulate the dealings between the
worker and the employer, except as is
provided in section 503 of the act to see
that foreign workers cannot be employed
as long as domestic workers are available
and to see that the employment of
foreign workers will not adversely affect
wages and working conditions of do-
mestic workers, similarly employed.
Other than this, it has always been the
intent of this legislation that both the
worker and the employer should be left
free in their dealings with one another.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. AucusT H. ANDRESEN].

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CooLEY].

Mr. COOLEY, Mr. Chairman, I want
to conclude by saying I believe this reso-
lution is of very great importance. It

Chairman,
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transcends local considerations. My
first objection to it was based on the
international implications which I be-
lieved and still believe are involved. I
know, as the majority leader has said,
that this measure is wanted and desired
by the administration. I wish to con-
clude by saying that it is my fondest hope
that this resolution will not result in the
impairment of our friendship with our
good neighbor “South of the Border.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired. All time has expired.

Under the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose, and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. KeatiNg, Chairman of the Com-
mitiee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 355)
amending the act approved July 12, 1951
(65 Stat. 119, 7 U. S. C. 1461-1468), as
amended relating to the supplying of
agricultural workers from the Republic
of Mexico, pursuant to House Resolution
450, he reported the joint resolution back
to the House.

The SFEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
taa.jnd third reading of the joint resolu-

on,

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time,

Mr, SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit,

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman
opposed to the joint resolution?

Mr, SHELLEY. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual-
ifies. The Clerk will report the motion
to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SHELLEY moves to recommit House
Joint Resolution 3556 to the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

The previous question was ordered.

The SFEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 156, nays 250, not voting 28,
as follows:

[Roll No. 21]
YEAS—156
Abernethy Carnahan Forand
Addonizio Carrigg Frazier
Andrews Chudoff Friedel
Angell Condon Fulton
Bailey Cooley Garmatz
Baker Corbett George
Barrett Crosser Gordon
Battle Curtis, Mass, Granahan
Becker Davis, Ga, Green
Bennett, Fla, Deane Gross
Bennett, Mich, Delaney Hagen, Calif.
Bishop Dingell Haley
Blatnik Dodd Hand
Boggs Dollinger Hart
Boland Donchue Hays, Ohio
Bolling Donovan Heller
Bonin Dorn, N, ¥, Hoffman, Mich,
Bowler le Holifield
Boy Eberharter Holtzman
Bray Elliott Howell
Brooks, La. Jarman
Buchanan Feighan Javits
Burdick Fenton Johnson, Wis,
Fine Earsten, Mo.
Byrne, Pa, Fino Kean
Canfield Fogarty Eearns
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Keating
Kee

Kelley, Pa.
Kelly, N. Y.
Keogh
King, Calif,
Kirwan
Kiein
Kluczynski
Lane
Lanham
Lesinski
Long
McCarthy
McCormack
Machrowicz
Mack, Il
Mack, Wash.
Madden
Magnuson
Marshall
Metcalfl
Miller, Calif.
Mollohan
Morano
Morgan

Abbitt
Adair
Albert
Alexander
Allen, Calif.
Allen, Til.
Andersen,
H. Carl

Bolton,
Oliver P.
Bonner

Bow
Bramblett
Brooks, Tex.
Brown, Ga.
Brown, Ohio
Erownson
Budge
Burleson

Cederberg
Chenoweth
Chiperfield
Church
Clevenger

Cretella
Crumpacker
Cunningham
Curtis, Mo.
Curtis, Nebr.
Dague
Davis, Wis.
Dawson, Utah
Dempsey
Derounian
Devereux
D'Ewart
Dies
Dolliver
Dondero
Dorn, 8. C.
Dowdy
Edmondson
Ellsworth
Engle
Fernandez
Fisher

Ford

Moulder
Muilter
O’Brien, Ill.
O'Brien, Mich.
O'Brien, N. Y.
O'Hara, IlL
O'Konski
O'Neill
Osmers
Ostertag
Patterson
Pelly

Perkins

NAYS—250

Forrester
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Gamble

Gary
Gathings
Gavin

Gentry
Golden
Goodwin
Graham
Grant
Gregory
Gubser
Gwinn
Hagen, Minn.
Hale

Halleck
Harden

Hardy

Harris
Harrison, Nebr,
Harrison, Va.
Harrison, Wyo.
Harvey

Hays, Ark,
Hébert
Herlong
Heselton

Hess
Hiestand
Hill
Hillelson
Hillings
Hinshaw
Hoeven
Hoffman, Tl
Holmes
Holt

Hope
Horan
Hosmer
Hruska
Hunter
Hyde

Ikard
Jackson
James
Jenkins
Johnson, Calif.
Jonas, I1.
Jonas, N. C.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, Mo.
Jones, N. C.
Judd
Kersten, Wis.
Kilburn
Kilday
King, Pa.
Knox

Laird
Landrum
LeCompte
Lipscomb
Lovre
Lucas

Lyle
MecConnell
MeCulloch
McDonough
McGregor
McIntire
McMillan

Martin, Iowa
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Saylor

Scott
Secrest
Seely-Brown
Selden
Sheehan
Shelley
Sleminskl
Spence
Staggers
Sullivan
Tollefson
Van Zandt
Vorys
Wainwright
Walter
Watts
Whitten
Wier
Williams, N. J.
Wilson, Ind.
Winstead
Withrow
Yates

Yorty
Zablockl

Mason
Matthews
Meader
Merrill
Merrow
Miller, Kans,
Miller, Md.
Miller, Nebr.
Miller, N. Y.
Mills
Morrison
Moss
Mumma
Murray
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nicholson
Norblad
Norrell
Oakman
O'Hara, Minn.
Passman
Patman
Patten
Phillips
Pilcher
Pillion
Poage

Pofl

Preston
Prouty

Ray
Rayburn
Reams
Reed, II1.
Reed, N, Y.
Rees, Kans,
Regan
Rhodes, Ariz.
Riehlman
Riley
Robeson, Va.
Robsion, Ky.
Rogers, Fla.
Rogers, Mass,
Rogers, Tex.
Sadlak

8t. George
Schenck
Scherer
Scrivner
Scudder
Shafer
Short
Shuford

Steed

Stringfellow

Sutton

Taber

Talle

Teague

Thomas

Thompson, La.

Thompson,
Mich.

Thompson, Tex.
Thornberry
Trimble

Tuck Westland Willis
Utt ‘Wharton Wilson, Calif.
Van Pelt ‘Wheeler ‘Wilson, Tex.
Velde Wickersham Wolcott
Vinson Widnall ‘Wolverton
Wampler Wigzlesworth Young
Warburton Williams, N. Y. Younger
NOT VOTING—28
Bentley Durham Roberts
Broyhlil Fallon Roosevelt
Buckley Jensen Sheppard
Campbell Kearney Simpson, Pa.
Celler Krueger Taylor
Chatham Lantaff Vursell
Chelf Latham Weichel
Clardy Reece, Tenn. Williams, Miss,
Davis, Tenn, Richards
Dawson, Ill. Rivers

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Kearney for, with Mr. Bentley against,

Mr. Chatham for, with Mr. Williams of
Mississippl against.

Mr. Roosevelt for,
against.

Mr, Celler for, with Mr. Reece of Tennes-
see against.

Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Taylor against.

Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Chelf against.

Mr. Dawson of Illinois for, with Mr. Erue-
ger against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Jensen with Mr. Sheppard.

Mr. Clardy with Mr. Campbell.

Mr. Weichel with Mr. Lantaff,

Mr. Vursell with Mr. Rivers.

Mr., Simpson of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Richards.

Mr. Broyhill with Mr. Fallon.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was agreed to,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

with Mr. Latham

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE
A further message from the Senate, by
Mr. Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the

House is requested, a bill of the House

of the following title, H. R. 7996, an act
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. FErcUSON, Mr. CorDON, Mr. SALTON=
STALL, Mr. HAYDEN, and Mr. RUSSELL to
be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

T ——
EXPLANATION OF VOTE

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, I cannot
vote for this bill which creates a new
way of recruiting foreigners to work in
the United States at a time of increasing
unemployment here. The present law
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at least requires agreement with Mexico.
This bill eliminates this limitation. I
would not like to see organized Govern-
ment recruiting of Americans by Canada,
or Mexico, for any purpose, just across
our borders. I am concerned to see that
this policy of bringing in Mexicans and
others to do American stoop-labor which
was originally a war emergency measure,
is becoming a fixed part of our economy,
and in this bill is being broadened. Un-
der our present system the Government
spends money to bring in foreigners to
help raise crops like cotton, then buys
the cotton, and then pays unemployment
insurance to American workers. It is
said that Americans are unwilling to do
this work. If we spent money organiz-
ing and recruiting and transporting
Americans I believe we could get the
numbers to raise the crops we really
need. Instead, we seem to have drifted
into a situation where certain segments
of our agriculture are developing vested
rights in foreign labor. I admit the
problem is complex, but I do not believe
we help to solve it by extending this re-
cruiting system, regardless of the con-
sent of a neighboring friendly country,
at this time.

EXTENSION OF MAJOR EXCISE
TAXES

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I am introducing today a bill which ex-
tends those excise rates which would
otherwise be subject to automatic re-
duction on April 1. This extension has
been requested by the President. The
major excises affected are those on dis-
tilled spirits, beer, wine, cigarettes, gaso-
line, and automobiles. The extension
contained in my bill will retain about
$1.1 billion revenue from these sources.

My bill also reduces a number of excise
rates on a selective basis. The present
law contains a variety of rates ranging
up to 25 percent in some cases. There
is no rhyme or reason in such a dis-
criminatory system of rates. I believe
that no article or service should be sub-
jected to an ad valorem excise tax in
excess of 10 percent unless imposed as
a penalty. For that reason, the bill
which I am introducing reduces to 10
percent all nonpenalty ad valorem ex-
cises which are presently above that
level. The bill leaves untouched any
rates below 10 percent.

This is the effect of the major excise
cuts contained in the bill:

First. The tax on luggage, including
ladies’ handbags, is cut in half, from 20
to 10 percent.

Second. The tax on furs, one of the
Nation’s depressed industries, is cut in
half, from 20 to 10 percent.

Third. The tax on jewelry, also a de-
pressed industry, is cut in half, from 20
to 10 percent.

Fourth. The tax on toilet articles is
cut in half, from 20 to 10 percent.
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Fifth. The tax on admissions, includ-
jng movie admissions, is cut in half, from
20 to 10 percent.

Sixth. The tax on electric-light bulbs
is cut in half, from 20 to 10 percent.

Seventh. The tax on photographic
equipment is cut in half, from 20 to 10
percent.

Eighth. The tax on mechanical pens,
pencils, and lighters is cut from 15 to
10 percent.

Ninth. The tax on long-distance tele-
phone calls is cut from 25 to 10 per-
cent.

Tenth. The tax on local telephone
calls and telegrams is cut from 15 to 10
percent.

Eleventh. The tax on sporting goods is
cut from 15 to 10 percent.

The above excise cuts will relieve the
Nation’s consumers of close to $1 billion
a year in excise taxes. This will give
needed stimulation immediately to con-
sumer-purchasing power. It will give
immediate stimulation to the Nation's
business and to employment. Further-
more, the rate changes will provide a
more equitable tax system, by leveling
down those rates which are now exces-
sively high and discriminatory.

I prepared this excise bill several
months ago. However, I have delayed
introduction of the bill until today be-
cause premature announcement of excise
cuts can have an adverse effect upon
business conditions. It is very easy to
encourage a buyers’ strike on the part
of consumers. Now that the bill has
been introduced, I think it is essential
that Congress act with speed and deci-
sion on this vital legislation.

PROGRAM FOR SENDING FREEDOM
MESSAGES BEHIND IRON CUR-
TAIN

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcOrD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, after
World War II the United States took
almost sole responsibility in providing
relief and rehabilitation to the millions
of vietims of the most tragic war of all
time. We have always stood as a symbol
of hope to the destitute and the op-
pressed. Today, because of subsequent
developments in Eastern Europe, a large
number of these people are in a geo=-
graphic and political isolation unprece=-
dented in history for its effectiveness.
Not only have these people been cut off
from all contact with the Western World,
of which they are traditionally a part,
but they have been subjected to a steady
barrage of lies from the Kremlin’s mas-
ter propagandists in an attempt to de-
stroy the last vestiges of democratic tra-
dition. We must let these people know
once again that the bonds which unite
freedom-loving men all over the world
transcend all boundaries and obstacles.
If we do not, we shall completely lose
these enslaved millions to the forces of
communism. Our task is to give them
new courage to resist the brain washing
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that they have undergone for so long,
and to alleviate their physical suffering,
no matter in how small a measure.

My honored colleague, Senator PAUL
DoucLAs, introduced a joint resolution
in the Senate, February 23—Senate Joint
Resolution 131—calling for the appropri-
ation of $2 million to be used to send
balloons carrying freedom messages and
small packets of freedom food to the
satellite countries.

Several years ago the columnist, Drew
Pearson, and Harold E, Stassen, now Di-
rector of FOA, carried out a similar cam-
paign. This program actually succeeded
in sending 11 million balloon-borne mes-
sages beyond the Iron Curtain. There
can be no doubt that these words of
freedom from the West did considerable
damage to the Communist regimes in
these countries. A program, such as the
one proposed by Senator DoucLAs, would
be of tremendous value in corroding the
Iron Curtain and thus, in a very effective
way, would break through the barrier
that the Communists have set up be-
tween their satellites and the free world.

Because it is a means of reaching in-
dividuals in the most direct way possible,
its value as a weapon in the cold war
should not be overlooked. Furthermore,
it would be virtually impossible for the
Communists to put a complete stop to
such a campaign.

Our distribution of food to the starv-
ing people of East Berlin, although re-
stricted in its application by the barriers
thrown up by the Soviet occupying
forces, shows how effective such a cam-
paign can be against communism.

Only by constantly keeping the truth
alive can we hope to destroy the danger
of the Moscow fabricated lies which is
one of the greatest threats to the free
world. Only by proving to the people of
the Iron Curtain countries that we have
not forgotten them can we expect to
retain them as our friends. Only by
helping them can we keep alive their
hope for eventual liberation. A pro-
gram contributing a campaign of truth
with the tangible evidence of our friend-
ship which would be provided by small
food packages should make a significant
contribution to these ends. I therefore
am pleased to join myself with this cause
and to introduce in this Chamber a joint
resolution authorizing the formulation
and carrying out of a program for send-
ing freedom messages behind the Iron
Curtain,

UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE OFF-
SHORE PROCUREMENT PROGRAM

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my re-
marks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, I desire
during this time that has been granted
me to express my very grave concern
about a subject that is being sadly
glossed over from day to day here in the
Congress and I refer to the continuing
increase in the ranks of the unemployed.

As Shakespeare said in Hamlet, “To
be or not to be, that is the question.”
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When is this administration going to
take off its rose-colored glasses and face
up to the facts of just what is taking
place in our economy from day to day?

My district in Minnesota has had an
alarming growth of the unemployed be-
ginning back last September when over
1,200 employees were thrown out of work
by one of our largest manufacturing
plants engaged in farm machinery and
tractors. This has been followed by
many more cutbacks in lesser plants as
well as a general slowdown in the con-
struction industry.

Now the Government itself has insti-
tuted the worst layoff of all and has
issued orders to its large ordnance
plants in the Twin City area to remove,
by June 1, around 6,000 to 7,000 em-
ployees from gainful employment. That
applies only to the Minneapolis-St. Paul
area and because that order has been
decreed for all their shell plants around
the Nation, I am sure that many more
Members of the House are likewise feel-
ing the impact of unemployment. This
layoff also will affect employment in sev-
eral of the feeder plants that have con-
tracts with the ordnance plant.

As of today, I am in receipt of com-
munications from hundreds of these em-
ployees or former employees whose chief
reaction surely appears to be a justified
complaint because they know only too
well that in 1952 the Congress appro-
priated a little over $1 billion for the
offshore procurement program in order
that military contracts could be made to
have the production and manufacture
of war material, supplies, shells, explo-
sives, and so forth, all made in countries
in Europe, Asia, and Africa by the work-
ers of those countries and with our tax
money, much of which comes from taxes
paid by the workers now being thrown
out of employment.

Do they have a complaint or do they
not? You ask them. Their communi-
cations are the answer and as for myself,
I am concerned and have prepared this
statement as to my findings on the sub-
ject as well as my position in support of
their reaction.

With regard to money and taxes that
are voted by the Congress for the foreign
production of shells and all other neces-
sary military hardware, such as all am-
munition, explosives, guns, and so forth,
this seems to be one of the questions
that bothers and concerns the workers
being laid off at the ordnance plants the
most.

Here is what I know and likewise have
learned after a very thorough checkup
and investigation of my own.

Almost $1 billion was voted a year ago
for the offshore procurement contracts
to our friendly allies. These funds are
voted as appropriations to the mutual
defense assistance program of foreign
military aid and are in the main admin-
istered under the direction of Harold
Stassen, Foreign Operations Adminis-
tration.

Offshore procurement is the purchase
by the United States Armed Forces of
military supplies and equipment from
sources in Europe, the Near East, and
north Africa. Such equipment and sup-
plies may be used as part of the United
States military aid program to NATO
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and non-NATO countries such as Yugo-
slavia.

Ammunition and explosives took the
largest part of these contracts that were
turned over by Mr. Stassen. Next came
contracts for aircraft and equipment,
contracts for ships, and contracts for
vehicles—other than transport—like-
wise, contracts for electronic equipment.

Involved were some 350 prime contrac-
tors of 15 nations, producing hundreds
of items from complete aircraft and
tanks to .30-caliber ammunition. After
getting these contracts and money from
Mr. Stassen, the Army placed the bulk
of the contracts, both in number and
total, of 141.

This offshore procurement is part of
overall procurement under the mutual
defense assistance program and was
started in the fiscal year 1952 with a
total of funds obligated to the program
of just over $600 million. The purposes
of this plan, so they then said and still
say, were to, first, increase Europe’s long-
run industrial self-sufficiency; second, to
broaden Europe’s industrial mobilization
base, putting the producer nearer the
consumer for strategic, political, and
economic reasons; third, to help meet
military needs more effectively.

In addition, it has also been said by
the proponents that there were a lot of
lesser principles, too, such as manpower
utilization, supplementing United States
production. It now not only supple-
ments; it supplants. That is the one
that hurts our American workers today.
Also, to increase European productivity
and helping in an important way to re-
lieve the European dollar shortage.

Now, that is a very brief outline of my
knowledge and what I have learned of
the offshore procurement program up to
now. However, may I say this program
is coming back to haunt the military pro-
cduction workers of our own country be-
cause the shooting war is in a stage of
truce and therefore the need for military
production has been, and is continuing
to be, cut back, resulting in many of the
military ordnance production plants lay-
ing off thousands of our own workers
all over this Nation and adding them to
an already fast-growing army of unem-
ployed.

That being true, what do we do now
to curb this threat of serious unemploy-
ment? My first step in that direction
was to call on two officers of the Ord-
nance Department of the Army. Their
only answer to me with regard to these
cutbacks to a single shift at both the
Twin City Ordnance and Donovan
plants was that they had received these
instructions or orders from higher up
in the Pentagon and had no other choice
than to follow orders like the good sol-
diers they are. At the same time they
advised me that all their ordnance
plants making various types of caliber
shells were all being advised of these
orders and were being required to make
the same layoffs.

My next effort was a call to Mr. Nash,
Chief of the Foreign Production and Pro-
curement Division. I found Mr. Nash

to be not only very courteous but coop-
erative, and likewise sympathetic to the
plight of these thousands that were be-
ing tossed out of employment.
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He informed me that his agency and
the military Chiefs of Staffi are con-
cerned with the unemployment situation
as well as the fact that these layoff
orders have had to be issued and because
of the growing seriousness of our whole
national economy. Mr. Nash advised me
that no contracts have been let by his
agency since June 30, 1953, for offshore
procurement, including all ammunition,
and that he has been holding up $22
million worth of contracts that should
have been approved because he feels the
White House and the military will have
to take some decisive and remedial ac-
tion soon.

To all those employees of the Twin
City Ordnance who have lost their em-
ployment or have received their notice
of dismissal and written to me, I can
only say I have and shall continue to use
my efforts to correct this evil with which
our American workers are now con-
fronted. If President Eisenhower and
his administration do not realize what is
taking place throughout the length and
breadth of this Nation and take steps
to check this increasing trend of unem-
ployment, then of course I shall, as one
of the 435 Members of the House, have
only one alternative and that is to op-
pose and vote against any and all funds
for these agencies that are dealing out
our jobs all over the world, except of
course to our own American workers.

This I can and shall have to do when
the appropriation bills come before the
House in the near future.

MISSOURI DROUGHT EMERGENCY
PROGRAM

Mr, CURTIS of Missouri. Mr, Speak=
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman irom
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I am quoting for the considera-
tion of the House the portion of the ad-
dress of Gov. Phil M. Donnelly to the
67th General Assembly of Missouri, extra
session, which deals with the Missouri
drought emergency program:

On October 19, 128 days ago, this general
assembly met in extraordinary session to deal
at that time with the public calamity which
had befallen the State of Missouri as a result
of the most prolonged and devastating
drought in the history of our State. The
people of Missouri have a right to be proud
of this general assembly for the speed and
unanimity of action which it took at that
time to meet the public calamity. In that
extraordinary session, this general assembly
authorized the establishment of a program
for bringing into and distributing within the
State hay and roughage for the feeding of
livestock by the citizens of Missourl. To
carry out such a program, the general assem-
bly appropriated $6,500,000 out of the gen-
eral revenue fund, and also appropriated any
grants received from the Federal Govern-
ment for such program, with the proviso
that the amount of such Federal grants
should be deducted from the appropriation
of State funds.

Pursuant to the authority vested in me by
that legislation to establish such a program,
on October 26, 1953, I promulgated an execu-
tive order establishing the Missouri drought

2513

emergency program and providing rules and
regulations for the operation thereof. With-
in just 8 days after the convening of the
general assembly, the program was estab-
lished and under way, with vitally needed
hay moving into the State.

The success of the program has thus far
exceeded our best hopes and expectations.
Its success can be attributed to the manifold
efforts of thousands of Missouri citizens who
have worked long and diligently to make
this program succeed. The gratitude of Mis-
souri must be extended to the more than 800
authorized dealers, who handled and
financed the purchase and distribution of
hay and roughage under this program, to the
county extension agents who cooperated in
helping to administer it, and to the railroad
industry which not only reduced its rates,
but, in addition, cooperated splendidly in the
movement of such tremendous quantities of
hay., We were fortunate because unusually
large quantities of surplus hay were available
in other States and our gratitude goes out to
our friends and neighbors in other States
who were willing to sell the hay at a reason-
able price. Without the cooperative efforts
of all these people, and many others, this
program could not have succeeded as it has
to date.

The success of the program up to this time
is vividly demonstrated by the fact that on
February 15, 1954, a total of 571,246 tons of
hay had been moved into the State, at a total
cost for transportation of $6,430,849.08, which
has been or is in the process of being paid.
When the program was authorized by the
general assembly, it was estimated that 500,
000 tons of hay and roughage was the maxi-
mum amount which could be purchased and
physically moved into the State. It was
anticipated that $61% million would be re-
quired to pay transportation costs on this
tonnage. Therefore, we may well be proud
of two results, first, that we have been able
to move more hay into Missouri than it was
thought physically possible, and, second, that
the cost of transporting such hay into Mis-
souri is less than we anticipated.

This immense movement of hay into Mis-
souri is hard to visualize. Under this pro-
gram, 39,401 railroad cars of hay, and 1,027
truck loads of hay have been moved into
the State. A total of 80,896 farmers in our
114 counties have been issued certificates to
obtain desperately needed hay.

This program has been beneficial to all
citizens, for agriculture is our basic industry.
Hundreds of thousands of cattle which would
have been sacrificed upon glutted markets
are, as a result of this program, still upon
Missouri farms. Every Missourian would
have felt the effects in some measure had
our livestock industry been severely crippled
by the awful drought. Thousands of farm
families who faced financial ruin have been
saved. The adverse economic effects to busi-
ness of every kind in the State have, in a
large degree, been alleviated.

Unfortunately, however, the prolonged and
devastating drought has not yet been broken,
Many farmers still do not have sufficient
gquantities of hay and roughage to carry their
livestock through until grass is available this
spring. Many farmers, due to their financial
condition, have only been able to buy hay In
small quantities,

The State department of agriculture made
a survey of all authorized dealers to deter=
mine the extent to which available appro-
priated funds would complete the program.
That survey indicated that the available
funds of $6%, million would not be adequate
to bring into the State the hay and roughage
needed to carry livestock through until
spring.

Fully realizing that no funds in excess of
$615 million could be expected to carry on
this program without action by this general
assembly, the State commissioner or agricul-
ture, with my approval, notified all
authorized dealers handling hay that the
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State would not approve claims for reime-
bursement until further notice.

Thereupon, I wired the appointed leaders
of both parties of both houses of this gen-
eral assembly to obtain their opinion on
legislation to make available the Federal
funds which had been granted to Missouri,
or may in the future be granted, as an ad-
dition to the State appropriation of $6.,500,-
000. The overwhelming majority of the re-
plies which I received stated they favored
such legislation. Relying on this assurance
and realizing the urgent need of hay sup-
plies by our farmers, I ordered the program
resumed and continued.

I am sure that the primary objective of
all of us is the success of this program. This
objective transcends all partisan political
considerations. Unless this program is con-
tinued until spring, much of the benefit thus
far achieved may well be lost.

It now appears, following a survey of all
authorized dealers and county extension
agents, that in order to successfully complete
the program, every effort should be made to
move an additional 225,000 tons of hay into
the State before spring. Based upon average
transportation costs in eflect at this time,
the transportation costs on this tonnage of
hay will amount to approximately $3,600,000.

I recommend, therefore, that House bill 2,
enacted by the 6Tth general assembly, 1953
extra session, approved October 23, 1953, be
amended so that Federal grants which have
been received or may yet be received by the
SBtate may be expended for this program in
addition to the amounts appropriated out
of the general revenue fund of the State.

I recommend that House bill 2 be further
amended to increase the amount appropri-
ated out of the general revenues fund of the
State from $6,500,000 to $8,500,000.

If these amendments are enacted, an ad-
ditional $3,604,000 will be made available
to continue and carry out the Missourl
drought emergency program. Of this
amount, $1,604,000 will be Federal funds re-
ceived or to be received and $2 million will
be additional State funds.

Any funds remaining unexpended wupon
the termination of this program will be re-
turned to the State treasury.

A full and complete audit of the opera-
tions of this entire program cannot, of
course, be made until it has been finally
concluded and terminated. However, a pre-
liminary or summary audit has been made
by the State auditor of the operations of
the program from its inception to January
81, 1954, which is available to the general
assembly. At the conclusion of the pro-
gram, a complete audit will be made, and it
also will be available to the general assembly.

I am pleased to report that this program
has been efficiently and economically ad-
ministered by the State department of agri-
culture. Therefore, no additional adminis-
trative appropriation is required. However,
due to the fact that the work of concluding,
terminating, and auditing the program will
necessarily extend beyond June 30, 1954, I
recommend that House bill 2 be amended
to authorize the expenditure until Decem-
ber 31, 1954, of funds already appropriated
for administrative expense,

Mr. Speaker, I have been impressed
with the manner in which the State of
Missouri under a Democrat governor
and senate and Republican lower house
has moved forward in conjunction with
various citizens organizations to meet
this great disaster to our State.

Essentially, tragedies of this sort must
remain the problems of the State and
local governments and their citizenry.
To treat them otherwise would be to
weaken the moral fiber of our people.
However, the Federal Government
should be ready to be of ancillary assist-
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ance when these tragedies reach great
proportions as they sometimes do and
as is the case presently in Missouri.

I believe that the Federal Government
has been of great ancillary assistance to
the State of Missouri and its people in
meeting this tragedy. There have been
instances where the State authorities
and the Federal authorities were in dis-
agreement. In one particular instance
I backed up the State authorities al-
though I thought the Federal decision
was the better, solely because I felt that
the State should have the right of deci-
sion and the Federal Government should
remain in the ancillary role.

I take the trouble to set this forth on
the floor of the House because since the
drought hit Missouri certain Demoecrat
Members in the United States Congress
from Missouri have been going from one
end of the State to the other erying out
that the Federal Government was not
meeting its obligations, completely ignor-
ing what the Governor of the State
might have had to say on the subject
of what help was needed by the State
from the Federal Government.

In other words, the attempt seemed to
be to persuade the citizens of Missouri
that the Federal Government was the
first place to look for help and not the
State government. The attempt disre-
garded the position of the Governor of
the State and other State officials.

Now I ask for an end to this partisan-
ship. Governor Donnelly has well stated
it:

I am sure that the primary objective of
all of us is the success of this program. This

objective transcends all partisan political
considerations.

I have assured Governor Donnelly that
I stand ready and willing to be of any
assistance I can as a Member of the Fed-
eral legislative body to supplement the
State program where he feels it needs
supplementing and it is proper for the
Federal Government to do so.

I believe the proper procedure for all
representatives from Missouri in the
Congress, both the House and the Sen-
ate, is to work with the State program
under the leadership of the Governor
and the State officials in an ancillary
manner and not to go around promoting
programs which may or may not fit with
the State program.

If there are Members of the Congress
from Missouri who disagree with this
procedure, then I say indeed we have a
fair political issue. It is the issue of the
relationship of the Federal Government
to the State government, not the issue,
as they might like to have it, of who is
concerned about solving the plight of
Missouri farmers who have been afflicted
by this terrible drought. Let us resolve
this issue and if it is one of States’ rights
let us see which side of the fence my
Democrat colleagues are sitting on.
They cannot sit on both sides any longer,

NEW ENGLAND TO BE BYPASSED
AGAIN?
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, T ask unani-

mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, during all
the debate on the St. Lawrence Seaway,
I have heard no arguments put forward
to prove that it will help New England.

The omission is eloquent.

The stark fact is that the Northeast-
ern States will be further isolated from
the Union by Federal action if this leg-
islation is passed.

We hear lofty statements imploring
us to be guided by the national interest
on this and other issues and I sincerely
wish this could be so. Behind this
smoke screen, however, sectional in-
terests are working feverishly to gain
advantages for certain regions.

Perhaps we could overlook this, if the
claims of each region, in turn, were
given consideration, and help in the true
national interest. We have subsidized
the farmers for a long time. We have
used Federal funds to develop the South
and the West. I do not propose to eriti-
cize these programs, if due consideration
and assistance is finally given to the eco-
nomic problems of New England.

Buf when neglect of our just elaims
is compounded by legislation that, in
helping others, will harm our region,
then we must protest and vigorously.

The administration, deaf to our ap-
peals for cooperation in effecting the
economic rebirth of our mill eities that
are losing their factories to the South-
ern States, is manifesting a lively in-
terest in supporting the St. Lawrence
Seaway project.

Our seaports and railroads are having
a difficult enough time as it is, without
being choked off by a project which will
divert imports and exports to an inland
seaway that is largely under the control
of a neighboring nation.

We resent being taxed to put ourselves
out of business.

We shall ficht against any further
move to squeeze our hard-pressed
economy.

An inland seaway offers no alternate
routes, in case of a traffic tieup, or if it
is immobhilized by an enemy attack. It
is useless for 5 months of the year when
it is icebound. It is intended to ac-
celerate the shipment of Canadian wheat
and ores, and would only be of second-
ary help to special interests in the United
States.

It is estimated that 30 percent of Bos-
ton’s foreign trade would be lost to the
seaway. If legitimate business is drained
off during 7 months of the year, we can-
not expect eastern railroads and seaports
to remain efficient on a standby basis,
and be ready to serve the needs of the
United States in any emergency that
might arise.

Speaking of the national interest,
what about our national defense, if the
facilities that we depended upon in the
past, are weakened by diversion of traf-
fic to the seaway?

As the Boston Post observed in ifs edi-
torial of January 22, 1954:

The big argument for the seaway, and the
biggest switch in votes, was in relation to
the development of the Labrador-Quebec
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iron deposits when the Mesabl Range de=
posits began to thin out.

The man who had most to do with the
planning and investment in the develop-
ment of the Labrador-Quebec iron deposits
is George M. Humphrey, Secretary of the
Treasury, but formerly top executive of the
Hanna Co., of Ohio, which has an enormous
investment in the Labrador ore field.

At this point I suggest that help for
the New England economy merits pri-
ority over a project intended to improve
a major transport facility in a foreign
land.

To make the expense of it appear in-
consequential, they say it would only
cost us $105 million. A few years back,
however, when costs were lower, Con-
gress was told that the initial outlay
would be $800 million, with the prob-
ability that extras would raise it much
higher,

In the new look that has become fash-
jonable in Washington, which they would
like us to slavishly copy, it is considered
old fashioned to mention domestic or
sectional problems, but it is the height of
style to buy any foreign design, no mat-
ter how expensive or harmful it may be
to us.

If the Federal Government cannot af-
ford to spend 1 cent to help the labor-
surplus areas of New England to effect
an economic transition, how can it, with
any logic or consistency, advocate the
eventual spending of billions on a Ca-
nadian project that Canada will build
anyway?

The answer to that calls for the de-
feat of the St. Lawrence Seaway bill.
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SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. MULTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 30
minutes tomorrow, following the legis=
lative program and special orders here=
tofore entered. P

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS,
1954

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 7996) mak-
ing supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and for
other purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object. When does the
gentleman expect to go to conference on
this bill? 56

Mr. TABER. Tomorrow morning.

Mr., CANNON. Mr, Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. TABer, PHILLIPS, CLEV=
ENGER, CANNON, and THOMAS.
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INCREASING THE BORROWING
POWER OF THE COMMODITY
CREDIT CORPORATION

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 459, Rept.
1264) which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
7339) to increase the borrowing power of
Commodity Credit Corporation. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill, and shall continue not to exceed 2 hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Banking and Currency,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo=
tion to recommit.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMAREKS

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, T ask unani-
mous consent that all those who spoke
on House Joint Resolution 355 today may
be permitted to revise and extend their
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
EKansas?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE
REMAINDER OF THE WEEK

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, in an-
nouncing the program for this week I
stated that if additional rules were
granted we would try to dispose of them
this week. Rules have been filed on
H. R. 7328, dealing with research facili-
ties of the National Advisory Committee
for Aeronautics, from the Armed Services
Committee; H. R. 6788, soil conservation
and watershed projects; H. R. 7339, to
increase the borrowing power of the
Commodity Credit Corporation.

We propose tomorrow to call the State,
Commerce, and Justice Departments ap-
propriation bill. My impression about it
is that we can conclude that bill tomor=-
row evening. Some Members have some
commitments for Thursday, which I
know about and which we will do our
best to protect.

The Kersten resolution, which is an
extension of the committee operations
investigating the situation back of the
Iron Curtain in the Baltic countries will
come up and be disposed of on Thursday.

As I say, my information is that these

‘ particular matters are not controversial,
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so I hope we can dispose of them on
Thursday and Friday.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HALLECK. I yield.

Mr. RAYBURN. Some Members are
interested in what order these resolu-
tions will be taken up. Some Members
are very much interested in the so-called
Commodity Credit Corporation bill.

Mr. HALLECK. If the gentleman
would prefer, I would be very happy to
arrange as of now that the Commodity
Credit Corporation bill be taken up on
Friday, rather than on Thursday, and
dispose of these other matters on Thurs-
day.

Mr. RAYBURN. If something contro-
versial comes up on Thursday, would you
put the vote over until Friday, to accom-
modate the delegation from Virginia?

Mr. HALLECK. Yes. I will undertake
to do that.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that I may
extend the remarks I made in Committee
of the Whole and include therewith ex-
traneous matter: and that my remarks
follow the remarks of the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. GATHINGS].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE INDEPEND-
ENCE OF TEXAS

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
call the attention of the House to the
fact that this is March 2, a great day in
the history of the great State of Texas.
It was on March 2, 1836, that Texas pa-
triots threw off the yoke of despotism
and declared its independence, and be-
came a member of the family of the na=
tions of the world.

That declaration was made secure at
the Alamo, at Goliad, and at San Jacinto
in subsequent weeks where gallantry,
sacrifice, and courage were displayed on
those occasions in fashion seldom
equaled in all the history of mankind.
Devotion to principle was paramount in
the minds of those patriots, Texans to=-
day, joined, I am sure, by their fellow
Americans, in all humility, pay tribute
to the memory of these great and good
men.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. POAGE asked and was given per=-
mission that the special order he had
for today be postponed to Thursday.

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR INVES-
TIGATING COMMITTEES

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speak=

er, I ask unanimous consent to proceed

for 10 minutes, to revise and extend my

G P o 0 R I p—————
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remarks, and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today with a certain reluctance
to discuss a somewhat delicate subject.
In the first place, as our Chaplain said
at the opening of the session today, “Our
hearts are wrung with sorrow” at the
tragic episode which occurred here yes-
terday. Under present circumstances it
is not easy to proceed with other busi-
ness. Perhaps we should be thankful
that more people were not injured by
that violent and fanatical attack. We
grieve, however, for all those who were
injured, and especially for my close
friend, ArLvin BENTLEY, of Michigan. I
am sure all the Members of this body
earnestly wish him a speedy recovery.

As a junior member of this body it per-
haps is pot entirely appropriate that I
call the attention of my distinguished
colleagues to a serious situation. It is,
however because this situation is serious.
and because it needs the urgent and in-
tensive consideration of every member
of this body that I have decided to dis-
cuss the matter.

I refer to the necessity of setting up
promptly more adequate rules of proce-
dure for our investigating committees.
The Nation’s attention during the past
week has been called all too vividly to
serious defects in congressional proce-
dures. In my opinion immediate and
serious self-examination of the methods
by which our investigating committees
operate is in order. It is likewise timely
to consider promptly how effective our
basic investigating commitiee organiza-
tion has been.

Unless we here in Congress can
promptly and effectively handle the
problems with which we have been dra-
matically presented, the prestige and
respect of the legislative branch itself
may be damaged. For effective repre-
sentative government, it is essential that
the people maintain their respect for,
and faith in, their governmental insti-
tutions, particularly their Congress.
For that reason it is time to look into the
methods of operation of our investigat-
ing committees.

The distinguished majority leader in
the other body, Senator KnowLanp, of
California, has recently proposed that
the Senate policy committee make a full
study of the rules of their investigating
committees. As we know, the subcom-
mittee of our own Rules Committee, un-
der the leadership of my able colleague
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl, is
already studying bills providing for a fair
code of rules and procedures for the pro-
tection of witnesses. It is my hope that
every Member of this body will take a
real interest in proposals which may be
forthcoming from this committee,

I should like to mention briefly a few
of the evenis last week which made
headlines in every newspaper in this
country, and which precipitated the
present situation. I refer of course to
the arbitrary treatment given a fine
Army officer before an investigating
committee. For the record, I should
like to state that this officer, Brig. Gen.
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Ralph W. Zwicker, is commanding gen-
eral at Camp Kilmer, which is located
in the district which I represent in Con-
gress. As a further item of information,
the Secretary of the Army, Robert T.
Stevens, who promptly criticized the hu-
miliating treatment accorded General
Zwicker, is a constituent of mine.

I feel so strongly about this affair,
however, not because of these facts. In-
volved is the prestige of the great party
to which I belong. Furthermore, as I
have said already, the prestige and good
name of Congress are affected when in-
vestigating committees abuse their
power. Prompt action is needed to cor-
rect this situation.

And now I should like again to men-
tion briefly the treatment which Gen-
eral Zwicker received from a one-man
congressional investigating committee.
First of all, I should like to make my
own position clear. I believe the treat-
ment accorded General Zwicker was un-
justifiable. I feel he personally is owed
an apology. It appears inexcusable that
a man in uniform should be publicly
pilloried, especially by a congressional
committee, for obeying orders issued by
his superior. The quarrel, if any, in-
volves the officer’s superior—in this case
Secretary of the Army Stevens.

I feel sure that nobody in either body
of Congress questions the right of in-
vestigating committees to have suffi-
cient authority to make needed inquiries,
and their right to exercise this author-
ity. The right of Congress to investi-
gate is not in issue. Their methods,
however, definitely are in issue.

Our form of government is one of
checks and balances. The legislative
branch should not interfere unduly with
the exercise of power by the executive
branch. General Zwicker was simply
carrying out orders in refusing to answer
certain questions, Secretary of the Army
Stevens made it plain that he would
answer instead. There was no excuse
here for the abuse to which General
Zwicker was subjected.

Self-restraint and self-discipline by
the Members of Congress, individually
and collectively, normally will prevent
unjustifiable forays such as last week’s
episode. The executive branch is as in-
terested as are we in rooting subversives
out of official positions. Secretary of
the Army Stevens has repeatedly made
this clear. The chairman of the Repub-
lican National Committee, Leonard Hall,
pointed out at a press conference only
today that he did not think anyone
would say that generals in our Army are
not fighting communism. Secretary
Stevens has indicated unequivoeally that
he will cooperate fully with congressional
committees. Quite naturzlly, however,
he is very much opposed to browbeating
and unnecessary abuse of military per-
:gnnel, even by congressional commit-

es.

This recent abuse of the authority and
legitimate exercise of power by con-
gressional committees emphasizes the
urgent need for us to put our own house
in order. It should be a first order of
business. We may then proceed to the
consideration of other urgent legislative
business.
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- But, it may be argued, the investigat-
ing committees of the House are not sub=
ject to this criticism. I should like now
fo mention briefly our own Committee
on Un-American Activities. Last Thurs-
day its respected chairman, the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. VELDE], discussed
the rules of this committee. At the con-
clusion of his remarks, $275,000 was
voted to continue actively the work of
this committee for another year.

The achievements of this committee
should be commended, and I joined in
voting for further appropriations. There
is, however, no room for members of
this body to be complacent about our
investigating committees’ procedures,
at least if past experience is any guide.
There have been incidents of ill-advised
action, made possible by inadequate pro-
cedures.

In conclusion, I should like to mention
briefly a joint resolution which I intro-
duced nearly 2 months ago, on the open-~
ing day of this session. It is House Joint
Resolution 328. It provides for a Joint
Committee on Internal Security, which
would have exclusive jurisdiction over
all matters involving subversive and un-
American activities.

In my opinion such a committee would
enable us to operate more efficiently and
economically, without the duplication of
effort and the competition for witnesses
such as now ocecurs. My colleague the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Javits],
I understand, yesterday introduced a
similar resolution proposing a joint com-
mittee. At this point I should like to
include Mr. Javits’ article, “For a Joint
Committee on Internal Security,” which
appeared in the New York Times of Feb-
ruary 28. It describes admirably some
of the problems which we face today, and
discusses one way in which improve-
ments can be made in our congressional
machinery,

For A JOINT COMMITTEE ON SUBVERSION
(By Hon. Jacoe K. Javirs)

Congressional investigations aimed at find-
ing Communists, subversives, and loyalty
risks in and out of government have aroused
one of the most heated controversies ever
heard in this country. So great a stir have
they made that there is even argument
within the party in power over whether com=
munism at home, instead of the numerous
other domestic and foreign problems facing
the Nation, is to be the chief issue of this
year's congressional elections.

The question is not whether there is a
need to investigate communism and sub-
version; the question, rather, is of the meth-
ods employed. These methods greatly
trouble millions of Americans who are sensi-
ble of our historic traditions of jurisprudence
and who are concerned at the growing threat
they pose to our civil liberties,

Some of these investigations have taken
on the nature of prosecution of witnesses
or persons mentioned by witnesses, resulting
in subsequent loss of livelihood, reputation,
and social standing. Some have compro-
mised the conduct of the Nation's foreign
policy. Some have undermined the morale
of employees in our own Government and
have struck at discipline in the Army.

Lately we have had the grave situation of
a top administration officer, Secretary of
the Army Robert T. Stevens, taking issue
with Senator JosePH R. McCarTHY over the
conduct of an investigation by the Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations,
which brought a charge from the Secretary
that the Senator's methods in investigating
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Army security resulted in unwarranted abuse
of our loyal officers.

Such results involve major questions of
over-all national policy—not alone the find-
ing of Communists and subversives. They
certainly go beyond the authority generally
vested In the individual invectigating com-
mittee. They involve the responsibility of
Congress as a whole.

It is noteworthy, too, that additional laws
to be sought by the administration would
enlarge the arsa of Investigative activity.
These include laws of the Federal use of
wiretapping in esplonags cases, to compel
testimony by a grant of immunity from
prosecution even where the privilege against
self-incrimination is pleaded, and for loss
of citizenship in case of conviction under
the Smith Act for advocating or conspiring
to advocate overthrow of the Government by
force.

It is clear that a reform of congressional
investigating committee methods is badly
needed and that we must seek ways more
in keeping with traditional concepts of jus-
tice to reach our objsctives. At the same
time we must not lose sight of the objec-
tives or of the dangers which created them.
We have had many evidences of the fact
that even our country is not immune from
the sinister Communist effort to overthrow
free government by unconstitutional means
and to fasten upon us and the rest of the
world the yoke of Communist slavery.

It should bes stressed that ths problem,
therefore, is not whether there is a danger
to be dealt with; the problem is how this
should be done with the greatest effective-
ness and security in keeping with our Na-
tion's foreign and domestic policy, and yet
with justice to the individual in compliance
with constitutional safeguards. Two new
methods have been suggested and are under
consideration.

One is that we should follow the practice
of the Royal Commission which is in effect
in Great Britain and Canada for similar in-
vestigations. The most prominent example
of the commission’s work was the sensa-
tional Gouzenko case In Canada in 1946
which brought about the conviction of the
atomic scientists, Allan Nunn May and Klaus
Fuchs and others engaged In espionage for
Soviet Russia. This did much to arouse our
authorities to the dangers of subversive ac-
tivities in this country.

The other suggestion is to entrust these
investigations to a joint committee of the
Benate and the House of Representatives.
This would certainly be a great improvement
over the present procedure of individual in-
vestigating committees of each House. In
my opinion it would attain the desired re-
sults, and, for reasons having to do with our
form of government which will be discussed
later. I prefer it to an American counterpart
of the Royal Commission. Consideration of
the idea is especially pertinent now, since
investigations already carried on have dealt
pretty thoroughly with the history of at-
tempted subversion and Communist infil-
tration and have shown that the chances of
successful attempts are being greatly less-
ened.

Under this plan a joint committee of 12
or 14 members would be established, with
equal representation from each House. A
chairman and a vice chairman would be
chosen by the members, without regard to
the seniority rule followed by the present in-
vestigating committees. The chairmanship
would alternate, with each Congress, between
Senate and House, This fact, together with
the broad base such a joint committee would
have, gives assurance that the head of the
committee would be one to whom responsi-
bilities could safely be entrusted.

‘The resolution establishing the joint com-
mittee would also set up rules of falr pro-
cedure for its operations and to safeguard
individuals, The committee would be fi-

nanced by appropriations from each of the-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Houses, which have funds available from the
legislative budget for this purpose. It would
be given the power of subpenas by each
House and would otherwise operate as if it
were a committee of either House.

Such is the gist of the idea. But why, it
may be asked, would this be superior to the
current investigating procedure by separate
committees? How would it avoid the pres-
ent excesses? The answer to these questions
provides several good reasons why the plan
should be adopted.

Tirst, a joint committee would eliminate
the duplication of effort as between the com-
mittees functioning separately in the House
and the Senate as they now do. Even more
important, it would eliminate the competi-
tion between the various ccmmittees to get
the headlines by making sensational charges,
of which we have seen some regrettable ex-
amples—as In the investigation of the Fort
Monmouth Signal Corps Research Center or
the competitive effort to get jurlsdiction for
investigation, as in the Harry Dexter White
case,

Competition of this kind is certainly not
conducive to the dignity and prestige of the
Congress, which is at stake in the actlons
of investigating committess. Indeed, this is
one of the fundamental reasons for a change
to joint committee responsibility in this field.

Second, a joint committee would have the
benefit of the prestige which is traditionally
and especlally associated with this type of
body and could proceed with greater sub-
stance and orderliness in this highly sensitive
area of investigation. The added prestige
involves an intangible, psychological factor
of considerable importance; the eyes of the
Congress watch the operations of a joint
committee more closely than that of a sepa-
rate committee.

One of the outstanding examples of the
prestige enjoyed by a joint committee is the
responsibility vested in the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, which has conducted in
the utmost secrecy investigations of great
moment to the security of this country and
of the free world. This group, which is
charged with as great a responsibility as
Congress has ever given to any committee,
could well be a model for the handling of
subversion.

Thus, the joint committee, unshackled by
the rule of seniority which now prevails as to
the special or legislative committees of each
House, would function under rules of fair
procedure. These rules would correct some
giaring deficiencies shown by the present
methods of investigating communism and
subversion and should give assurance that,
regardless of personalities, excesses will be
avoided. They would:

Provide for a clear statement of the leg-
islative objective sought in the investigation.

Call for executive hearings to establish
witnesses’ credibility and to screen the evi-
dence before the holding of public sessions
which are likely to result in charges against
individuals.

Insure the right of a witness, or of one
adversely mentioned by a witness, to make
a reasonable statement in his own defense
and the right to a reasonable cross-exam-
ination and presentation of testimony to
rebut testimony adversely affecting his repu-
tation.

Require that no individual member of the
committee, including a chairnran or an em-
ployee, release for publication reports or
charges or material from a committee file
except that which is substantiated and is
authorized for release by a majority of the
whole committee,

Require that broadcasting or televising of
the examination of witnesses whose reputa-
tion is at stake, or those whom they call
in defense, be pernritted only with the con-
sent of the witness.

This reform of rules of procedures, which
already has the support of leading bar asso-
clations, including those of New York, Bos-

2517

ton, and the District of Coumbia, and of a
great section of the public, is under active
study in Congrecs. Even the present com-
mittees invectigating Communism and sub=-
version see the justice in the desmand for
rules in view of the jeopardy to individuals
in such investigations and, indeed, have for-
mulated some rules themselves. But the
rules are either inadequate or, being self-
promulgated, are not given that enforce-
ment in letter and spirlt which a mandate
of the whole Congress is more likely to pro-
duce.

The idea for a joint committee to Investl-
gate subversion and Communism is now the
subject of measures pending in Congrecs.
It is considered favorably by a number of
Members of both Houses, including at least
one member of the Un-American Activities
Committee, and the whole question of rulss
of falr procedures is now under consideration
by a subcommittee of the House Rules Com-
mittee whose chairman is Representative
HueH ScorTt, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

The value of the joint committez as an
institution has been recegnized since the first
Congress in 1780. Thers are a numbear of
Joint committees of great importance now in
exlstence, among them the Joint Committee
on the Economic Report, which is charged
with ccnsidering the President's annual
assessment of the economic condition of the
country, and the Joint Committees en In-
ternal Revenue Taxation, Defense Produc-
tion, Immigration and MNationality, and on
Printing.

George B. Galloway of the Library of Con-
gress, an outstanding authorily on American
Government, says of them: “Joint com-
mittees have been used at intervals from the
earliest days of the Republic, mainly for
ceremonial and routine administrative pur-
poses and for conduct of investigations.”
He notes that they flourished during the
Civil War and reconstruction period when
they were formed to investigate the conduct
of the war and other matters of great im-
portance at that time. He points out that
the joint committee is also a valuable instru-
ment of legislative surveillance and statutory
amendment in experimantal and contro-
versial flelds where economlic stabllity and
natlonal security are at stake. This is cer-
tainly applicable to the investigation of sub-
version and communism.

Such investigations are not new. They
date back to 1819, A famous commitiee
of the 1930's was the MecCormack-Dick-
stein committece, which was organized to
study communism and fascism here. The
Un-American Actlvities Committee is, of
course, well known and had its origin in a
change of the rules of the House of Rapre-
centatives in 1938. But what touched off
the spate of postwar investigations of sub-
version in the United States was undoubtedly
the previously referred-to Gouzenko case.
This case illustrates some of the differences
in the handling of investigations by a royal
commission and by our separate committees,

As many remember, Igor Gouzenko, a code
clerk in the Soviet Embassy in Ottawa, broke
away from communism in September 1945
and submitted to the Canadian Government
documents which he had taken from the files
of the Soviet Embassy showing beyond ques=
tion an enormous espionage plan carried on
in Canada by the U. 5. 5. R. A Royal com-
mission appointed to investigate the whole
situation. It consisted of two Justices of the
Supreme Court of Canada.

The commission set in secret for 5 months,
it had the power of subpena, and it was re-
quired to inquire into and report upon
which public officials and other persons in
position of trust had given away secret in-
formation to foreign agents, and the circum-
stances surrounding the acts. In a manner
not untypical of Canadian and British jus-
tice, the commission made reasonable accom=-
modations to rules of procedure without by
s0 doing impalring its activity.
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Representation of witnesses by counsel, for
instance, was generally allowed but was con=
sidered discretionary. Although the mem=-
bers of the commission had doubts as to the
right of any witness to claim immunity under
the Canada Evidence Act on the grounds of
self-incrimination (in view of the special
terms under which they were proceeding),
they nevertheless imposed no penalty for re-
fusal to testify. They conducted executive
hearings but made no statement with re-
spect to those hearings, and imposed for all
participants, even their own counsel, an
oath of secrecy. The work of the Royal com-
mission was extraordinarily eflfective in
breaking up the spy ring and in bringing
punishment to the major conspirators. Yet
the civil liberties of individuals were
preserved.

There are many analogies between the op-
erations of this Royal commission and the
proposed operations of a joint committee of
Congress to investigate subversion in the
United States. The joint committee tech-
nique has proved effective in investigations
to exercise legislative oversight on the ex-
ecutive departments, to gather material for
new legislation and to determine how exist-
ing legislation is being enforced.

The joint committee holds promise of a
more effective way of accomplishing Con-
gress' part in rooting out subversives while
at the same time protecting the rights and
civil liberties of the individual. It also
promises greater congressional responsibility
where questions involving overall foreign
policy or national security, freedom of higher
learning and freedom of religion are in-
volved. It would require no new law; it could
be established by resolution of both Houses
of Congress. In addition to its own work,
it could refer particular investigations to a
standing or a special committee of either
House or could recommend the establish-
ment of a commission for the purpose and
specify the conditions and rules of procedure
to guide such assigned investigations, which
would be under its general supervision.

President Eisenhower is reported to favor
some permanent system for finding out and
dealing with domestic Communists. It is
possible, of course, to pass a law establish-
ing a commission to handle all such prob-
lems. But in our country, unlike in Canada
or the United Kingdom, commissions are
usually temporary bodies for the purpose of
making a specific report, like the (Hoover)
Commission on Government Reorganiza-
tion and the (Randall) Commission on For-
eign Economic Policy, or proposing some plan
or program, or they are administrative in
nature,

It is true that there are congressional
Members on the Hoover and Randall Com-
missions, and this suggests a possible formu-
la for adopting the “royal commission" idea.
But Congress is properly concerned about its
power of legislative oversight and will not,
I believe, be satisfied merely with representa-
tion on a commission engaged In this ine
vestigative fleld. Nor would such a com-
mission in practice supplant congressional
committees. It would seem, therefore, that
if we wish to profit from our own experience
and that of our Canadian neighbors in this
field—and if we wish to correct present in-
vestigative excesses—the path to choose
would lead to the establishment of a joint
committee of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives to investigate subversion and
communism,

Mr. Speaker, I realize, of course, that
a Joint Committee on Internal Security
is not the only answer to this situation.
Perhaps a code of fair play will be
enough to eliminate most of our difficul-
ties. My colleague, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl, has recently
introduced such a bill, and my colleague
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
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"Eeating] introduced a similar bill some 6

years ago.

This situation is serious, as I have said,
because the dignity, prestige, and effec-
tiveness of the Congress itself are at
stake. Each one of us has a basic re-
sponsibility here. More is involved than
adequate rules of conduct, or even ade-
quate machinery to enable us here in
Congress to do a better job. This prob-
lem affects the reasonable and proper
relationship between the legislative and
executive branches of our Government.
It is a problem which cannot be solved
by inertia, but rather by prompt action,

UNITED STATES NEEDS AN ADE-
QUATE MERCHANT MARINE IN
PEACE AS WELL AS IN WAR

The SPEAKER. Under the previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. ToLLEFsON] is recog=-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
addressing myself today to the proposi-
tion that the United States needs and
should have, in peace as in time of war,
an adequate merchant ficet. Not only
is it in the interests of national defense
but it would bolster our economy by
furnishing employment on ships, on the
docks, in shipbuilding and repair, in
ship supply and related activities. In
the final analysis the Government would
save millions of dollars despite the fact
of subsidy requirements.

It seems incredible to me that this
can still remain a matter for debate.

As a matter of fact, even the enemies
of an adequate merchant fleet shy away
from their own side of the argument.

They say that a merchant fleet is
needed only in time of war, and that in
times of peace we can forget about it.

One of the great tragedies of history
is that its lessons are never learned.
And the costliest lesson—costly in terms
of American lives lost, American wealth
destroyed, American grand strategy de-
layed, and wars prolonged—derives
directly from the fact that we have not
heeded the lesson of the great need of an
adequate merchant fleet in times of
peace as well as in times of war.

There are, even today, those in impor-
tant and influential quarters who have
yet to learn that a reasonably powerful
American merchant marine is more than
our first line of defense.

It is our advance line of action.

It is our guardian against the enemy
before any other guardian.

It is our high seas protection against
the enemy on the economic front long
before our first line of military defense
is called into play.

Great merchant fleets have been the
making of mighty empires just as the
lack of them, or their neglect, has been
the undoing of whole civilizations.

History has established that fact, and
repeated the proofs again and again,
since the days of the ancient Phoeni-
cians. Neglect of their merchant ma-
rine meant the loss of their prestige to
ancient Greece.

The story of the great merchant fleets
down through the ages is the story of the
great maritime nations—the story of
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prosperity, the story of enlightenment,
the story of leadership and prestige.

In Spain as in England the peak of
their glory coincides with the greatness
of their merchant marine.

But those whose thinking runs against
the evidence of history tell us today that
we do not need an adequate merchant
fleet, and in the event of war we can rely
upon foreign merchant marines.

And I say we can depend as much on
foreign merchant fleets in time of war
as we can depend on foreign navies in
time of war.

No nation as proud and as able as
we are, with our enormous frontage on
the sea, should ever permit itself to say
that it will depend on foreign merchant
fleets for its defense.

Such a policy is an insult to American
pride and American self-reliance.

World War I was infinitely more costly
because we failed at the time to have
an adequate merchant fleet in being.

For the second time in a single gen-
eration history beat the facts of the in-
dispensability of an adequate American
merchant marine into our reluctant
minds with frightful consequences in
World War II.

Yet there are those of us in Congress
who have to stand up and beg for a
strong merchant fleet as if it were a
form of boondoggling, or pork-barrel
legislation.

The historians say our lack of a mer-
chant fleet of any consequence was an
encouragement to our enemies to make
war upon us in both World Wars.

A strong merchant fleet is a lifeline
for the people of the United States.

Today I want to present to you not
speculative, but proved data.

For example there is no gainsaying
the fact that we cannot have an ade-
quate merchant fleet in time of war un-
less we have one—now—in time of
peace.

To wait for the emergency to come
upon us before we act against it is to
Itsiuild ourselves up to a state of despera-

on.

That is what we have been doing.
Only the next time there is grave doubt
that we can get away with it.

The past has proved that we need ships
not only as a means of conveying sup-
plies to our fighting men and to our allies
and of bringing back materials from
them, but as a means of forestalling
perhaps the greatest of all wartime
rackets.

For the absence of a sufficient mer-
chant fleet makes us the world's out-
standing sucker nation in time of war
and the victim of the costliest of all rack-
ets founded on the desperate national
need for shipping.

We came within inches—so to speak—
of losing Word War I because we did not
have the merchant marine the situation
called for.

And then the prices we were practi-
cally blackmailed into paying for the use
of foreign ships—when we could get
them—to carry our desperately needed
war supplies, reveals the stupidity of
leaving ourselves open to this form of
extortion.

- 'The United States so neglected its
merchant marine just before World War
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I that our ships were carrying only 9
rercent of our export and import trade.
When the war finally broke and while
we were still a neutral nation we were
in the extremely perilous position of hav-
ing no ships even for our basic needs.
That made us a set-up, clay-pigeon style,
for a whole variety of calamities: The
nations of the world would not let us use
their ships. Our country’s foreign trade
was paralyzed because goods and ma-
terials piled up on our docks. For in-
stance in August 1913 we exported some
257,172 bales of cotton, but in August
1914, only a year later, this dropped to
21,219 bales. And because we did not
have the ships in which to make the de-
liveries the price of cotton dropped from
$62.50 a bale in July 1914 to $36.25 in
December of the same year.

American businessmen caught in this
dilemma faced bankruptey.

And then the great wartime racket
began.

British and neutral shipowners seized
upon our high seas misery and gouged
American business for all the traffic
would bear—that is, those who were good
enough to send any ships to our shores
at all. For we were in the position at
that time to be grateful even to those
who were gouging us into near ruin.

Consider what happened:

Even before our traffic became heavy
with munitions shipping rates went up
700 percent.

Then, when the war got going full
blast shipping rates skyrocketed to 2,000
percent—a common occurrence. For
general cargo the average rate jumped
1,117 percent. If there is any doubt
about my fizures, I refer you to the final
report of the Senate Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, 8lst
Congress, 2d session. This is called the
Merchant Marine Study and Investiga-
tion, and was prepared by its Subcom-
mittee on Merchant Marine Matters.
The figures I have been quoting will be
found on page 85.

Let us look more closely at the arith-
metic:

The normal price for chartering a ship
before World War I was $1 a ton. Within
2 months after hostilities broke this $1
price jumped to $13.88 a ton if the des-
tination was outside the war zone, and
for destinations inside the war zone the
prices went up to $20 and $21 a ton.

But of course you could buy the ships.

If you wanted to be stung that way the
sales price was suddenly jumped from
the $60 a ton before the war to $300 a
ton when the war broke.

One voyage was enough—in many in-
stances—to pay completely for a ship, so
great had become the profits.

It is a misrepresentation of the facts
to say, as some do, that American ships
under foreign flags may or may not be
available for our use. Most American-
owned ships had been registered under
foreign flag before World War I. But
these ships were not made available to
the United States when the war broke
and Congress jumped into the breach,
under the impetus of President Wilson,
to remedy this situation. In August
1914 it passed a law enabling Americans
to register their foreign-flag ships under
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the American flag. To this law was
added another one covering these ships
with insurance.

The two laws made more shipping
available to the United States.

With this history in front of them
those who would discourage the Ameri-
can merchant marine still say the solu-
tion to the problem is foreign flags for
American-owned ships.

The American flag by July 1, 1915,
flew over 523,000 tons of shipping which
had thus been transferred to it, and by
1917 this increased to a total of 650,000
tons.

When World War I ended the United
States had a merchant fleet of 2,547
ships, or some 14,705,281 deadweight
tons.

The cost of that fleet, the acquisi-
tion of which was imperative for the
Nation's survival, is an appalling statis-
tic that should silence the critics of an
adequate merchant marine forever.

The ships that were procured by di-
rect acquisition cost the United States
$3,042,000,000.

The Government itself constructed
2,316 of them at a cost—at wartime
prices—of $2,951,807,000.

The rest of these ships, 231 of them,
were acquired by seizure of enemy prop-
erty, transfer from other Government
departments, or purchase at a net cost
of $126,194.

Let me give you a breakdown of that
superpriced wartime merchant fleet:

Cargo iy 1, 866
Tankers 159
Passenger. 63
Transports. 23
O e e e T 19
Tugs, barges, and other miscellany__. 417

Total 2, 547

The enormity of the mistake of not
maintaining a peacetime fleet sufficient
to our needs in foreign trade during war,
distressed the wartime President Wilson
who made it a point to speak out to the
Nation in his third annual message to
Congress in May 1915. He said:

It is high time we repaired our mistake
and resumed our commercial independence
on the seas. For it is a question of inde-
pendence., If other nations go to war or
seek to hamper each other’s commerce, our
merchants it seems are at their mercy, to do
with as they please. We must use their
ships, and use them as they determine, We
have not ships enough of our own. We can=
not handle our own commerce on the seas.
Our independence is provincial and is only
on land and within our own borders.

Out of the study and the agitation
that followed World War I the 66th Con-
gress probed the problems and the pos-
sible function in peace and in war of an
American Merchant Marine. The Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1920 emerged from
an examination of the woe that had been
inflicted upon the American people by
a shortsighted philosophy imperiling
American safety. This act was the an-
swer of the time to the idea that we
could rely upon foreign flag ships and
that we did not need to maintain a mer-
chant fleet of our own.

But suppose we let the Congress of
the United States speak for itself in the
language of the preamble of the Mer-
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chant Marine Act of 1920. This pre-
amble says:

That it is necessary for the national de-
fense and for the proper growth of its for-
eign and domestic commerce that the United
States shall have a merchant marine of the
best equipped and most suitable types of
vessels sufficient to carry the greater portion
of its commerce and serve as a naval or mili-
tary auxiliary in time of war or national
emergency, ultimately to be owned and op-
erated privately by citizens of the United
States and it is hereby declared to be the
policy of the United States to do whatever
may be necessary to develop and encourage
the maintenance of such a merchant marine,
and insofar as may not be inconsistent with
the express provisions of this act, the United
States Shipping Board, shall in the disposi-
tion of vessels and shipping property as here-
inafter provided, in the making of rules and
regulations, and in the administration of the
shipping laws keep always in view thls pur-
pose and object as the primary end to be
obtained.

What the Congress said in 1920 it re-
peated even more strongly and in greater
detail and emphasis in 1936. This pre-
amble put it this way:

It is necessary for the national defense
and development of its foreign and domestic
commerce that the United States shall have
a merchant marine (a) sufficient to carry
its domestic waterborne and a substantial
portion of the waterborne export and import
foreign commerce of the United States and
to provide shipping service on all routes es-
sential for maintaining the flow of such do-
mestic and foreign waterborne commerce at
all times, (b) capable of serving as a naval
and military auxiliary in time of war or na-
tional emergency, (¢) owned and operated
under the United States flag by citizens of
the United States insofar as may be prac-
ticable, and (d) compcsed of the best
equipped, safest, and most suitable types of
vessels, constructed in the United States and
manned with a trained and efficient citizen
personnel. It is hereby declared to be the
policy of the United States to foster the
development and encourage the maintenance
of such a merchant marine.

But all this did not down the argu-
ments of those who saw little point in a
strong merchant fleet and who—in spite
of everything—kept insisting that other
nations, allied with us, had all the mer-
chant fleets we needed, and that we
could safely depend upon them.

But with the outbreak of World War
II it was shown that even the Commis-
sion had underestimated the need for
an American merchant fleet.

And again the country in most respects
repeated the agony of World War L.

Our allies could not afford to furnish
us their shipping.

The United States in the midst of
war, with its enormous energies needed
critically for the production of airplanes,
munitions, and other war materiel,
found itself confronted with the addi-
tional emergency need of a basic fleet of
5,000 ships to fill the shipping wants of
our own forces and the Allied forces
fighting the Axis.

But on September 1, 1939, the United
States merchant fleet had only 1,379
seaworthy ships grossing 1,000 tons and
over.

What had happened may very well be
called the great miscalculation.

For in November 1937, the TUnited
States Maritime Commission proclaimed
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that all our country needed in time of
war would be 1,200 ships. This great
miscalculation was predicated upon the
old die-hard fallacy that the United
States could safely rely on the merchant
fleets of foreign nations.

It was a costly and a dreadful miscal-
culation.

They were wrong—and proved to be
wrong—by no less than 6,234 ships.

This was one of the great mistakes of
World War II.

The geography of World War IT made
the great miscalculation particularly
onerous, for whole oceans separated us
from the combat areas.

Our not having an adequate merchant
marine meant that the enemy had won
one of the great battles of World War
II without spending a nickel or losing a
single soldier.

‘What it cost us in lives and in treasure
is incalculable.

The Axis knew the situation and ex-
ploited it.

The very inadequacy of our merchant
fleet suggested the possibility to them of
total victory in this phase of the war.
With so little to destroy perhaps they
could destroy it all.

Now what was the shipping situation
the world over when World War II broke
in 1939:

Well, the oceangoing merchant ship-
ping for the world totaled some 80 mil-
lion deadweight tons.

Of this 27 million were controlled by
Britain and France,

The neutral shipping was mostly
available to the Allies.

The German blockade was immediate
with the outbreak of war. The Axis sank
16 million deadweight tons in the 27
months before we even got into the war.

And in that same 27 months all the
ships that could be turned out by both
the United States and the United King-
dom came to no more than 5 million
deadweight tons.

This, I may add, represented practi-
cally the only new merchant shipping
which the Allies could not put their
hands upon.

The German submarine attack on
our shipping was both spectacular and
devastating. We had about 11,600,000
deadweight tons under the American
flag. This included ocean passenger,
dry cargo, and tanker vessels, German
submarines appeared like hornets in the
western Atlantic, the Gulf of Mexico,
and the Caribbean. Americans stand-
ing on our eastern shores could see our
submarine-struck vessels sinking off the
coastline. The year of our blackest
losses was 1942. That year the German
submarines, sent 3,609,000 deadweight
tons of American ships to the bottom of
the seas. During the course of the
whole war our total losses were about
6,764,000 deadweight tons. The losses
for the whole period of the war to all
the Allies in ships controlled or avail-
able to them was over 36 million dead-
weight tons. There were 733 American
merchant ships of over 1,000 gross tons
in these total losses by the Allies and
hundreds of other American ships of
lighter tonnage. What this means is
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that the American loss was more than
half the tonnage of our whole merchant
marine before the war.
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the tonnage, I have here these estimates.
They show that:

You may be interested in a breakdown Number | Deadweight
of the figures showing the allied mer- of ships tons
chant shipping losses. Let me, there-
fore, quote them, for they give you a Standardcargo....._._._______ 475 4, 804, 400
compact and, at the same time, a com- Yirey Ships---—-— e IRl
plete overall picture. Here they are: Tankers.__._____ 678 10, 934, 200

Military troop ships.. 245 1, 243, 700
|Deadweight tons] Other militery types. 266 1, 791, 700
Miscellaneou 104 1, 886, 000
Nontanker| Tanker Total P R 5 280 54, 224,100
Eeptember 1939- 2 =
# )w[(;rzber 1941 1};?1&3 53@0% 16, 300, 000 Now it will be interesting to see how

ear 1042 ______ y 957, . 070, 2,027, i i
st T 5et oo o 15, g’f;% the argument stands up which the so
}mr IO 1, 804, 000 263,000 | 2007000 called experts advanced that we could
anuary-August ) depend on foreign nations for our mer-

B 678,000 160,000 899,000 chant fleet in time of war.
Total._..L. 20,482,000 | 7,100,000 | 36, 582, 000 Let us see what they contributed in

There were several months through
1941 and a part of 1942 when the losses
of Allied shipping outbalanced all the
ships that could be constructed both in
the United Kingdom and the United
;s(t’;ates by more than 500,000 deadweight

ns.

But luckily our shipbuilding industry
had become activated in the period be-
fore we became involved in the war. This
was doubly fortunate because American
shipbuilding had been allowed to lag
during the early thirties. Had this para-
lyzation of the thirties continued, the ef-
fect would have compounded the ship-
ping distress of the war, for the chal-
lenge to our shipmasters to meet the war
emergency proved overwhelming. The
shipbuilding capacities of Norway, the
Low Countries, and France were lost to
us when the German armies overran
those countries. Then came the period
of shipbuilding desperation. The Brit-
ish put in orders to American shipyards
for 60 freighters in 1940. The Maritime
Commission ordered 200 more cargo car-
riers in 1941, The American shipbuild-
ing program widened toward the end of
1941 to build some 1,20C ships, totaling
about 14 million deadweight tons.

It was at about this time that the Lib-
erty ship was designed in the expecta-
tion that its simplified design would
hasten the delivery of British orders.

The Liberty ship, however, was obso-
lete before the design for it had hardly
been finished.

Between 1941 and 1945 American ship-
yards turned out a total of 5,280 ocean-
going ships. They aggregated more than
54 million deadweight tons.

I have here a yearly breakdown, and
I quote from my tabulations some of the

more interesting figures. For instance:
> Number | Deadweight
Year of ships tons .

1041 105 1,165, 200
1042 740 7, 918, 000
1,719 18, 561, 400

1,623 15, 952, 200

1,003 10, 597, 300

4 R A sy &, 280 b4, 224, 100

For those who may be interested in
the breakdown of the types of ships, and

the way of ships while the German sub-
marines and the Japanese were playing
havoc with allied shipping on the high
seas:

Well, the British Empire shipyards
during the war delivered less than 11
million deadweight tons.

Al of our allies together furnished us
with about 715,000 gross tons of ships.

Against that we delivered to them
5,50C,000 gross tons.

The costs were exorbitant in both life
and treasure and the desperation was
extreme but the United States Merchant
Marine delivered the material to the men
at the front and to our fighting allies.

Between December 7, 1941, and the
surrender of Japan the total cargo lift
from the United States outward bound
was: 268,252,000 long tons.

Of this, 203,522,000 represented dry
cargo and 64,730,000 constituted petro-
leum and other liguid freight. This
meant the delivery at an average of
8,500 tons of cargo every hour of every
day and every night during the last year
of the war.

It was American ships also that car-
ried overseas the bulk of the 7,129,907
Army personnel and the 141,537 civilians
between December 7, 1941, and Novem-
ber 30, 1945.

This was an achievement in the face
of the experts and the theorists who
argued for a small and inadequate mer=
chant fleet.

It was an achievement which made it
possible for us to carry the burden of the
shipping load of the free world.

But the shortsightedness that com-
pelled the extra and over-extra effort
that went into our sudden and desperate
shipbuilding project ate up a vast por-
tion of our war energy and our war con-
struction materials in the hour of crisis.

Our capacity to build made possible
our capacity to deliver.

Another effect was to frustrate the
awful gouging which made us the No. 1
sucker nation, in maritime matters in
World War I.

The general cargo rates in World War
IT increased 70 percent. In World War
I they had gone up 1,117 percent,

What makes the difference even more
remarkable is that the costs of operating
ships in World War II were far greater
than they had been in World War I.

Now, I want to focus your attention on
a single piece of oceangoing arithmetic
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to show what it would mean to the United
States if it had its own ships to transport
its troops, instead of buying up passenger
space for our fighting men on the ships
of our allies.

The British Queen Mary and Queen
Elizabeth were two ships among others
on which our troops were rushed to
Europe and on which they afterward
came home. In the interests of econ-
omy, maximum results, and the effort to
meet the emergency, anywhere from
10,000 to 15,000 American troops were
jammed on each of these great liners for
every voyage across the ocean. But a
price had to be paid—for every soldier on
board ship.

Our British ally charged the Govern-
ment of the United States at the rate of
£20 per soldier. This came to about
$1 million gross for a one-way trip. In
the course of the war the Queen Eliza-
beth carried 364,178 American troops
from the United States to Europe and
104,368 from Europe to the United States.
The Queen Mary transported 353,939 to
Europe and 155,716 back—all United
States troops. Thus the two Queens
transported a total of 978,201 American
troops.

Now my point is that at the rates I
have just quoted from the records, it
would not have been long before the
United States could have paid the con-
struction subsidy for an American pas-
senger liner.

Let us put it in figures:

The direct construction subsidy for
the new and magnificent United States
passenger liner, the steamship United
States, is $18 million.

The features on the ship, especially in-
stalled for her quick conversion to a
troop carrier in the event of war, cost
the Government of the United States
$32 million.

It is clear, it seems to me, that this is
an excellent investment.

For here is an American-flag passenger
ship which can transport 14,000 troops
10,000 miles at the world record speed of
more than 35 knots without refueling.

It is a ship which is always in our con=
trol. It can do a bigger job better. And
we will not be paying our money to
another country for the use of its ships
to carry our troops, subject to their con-
ditions.

The American merchant marine for
its work in World War II deserves the
highest tribute. The man best qualified
to give it was Fleet Adm. Ernest King,
then in charge of United States naval
operations, during the period in ques-
tion. He wrote Admiral Land on Novem-
ber 2, 1945, like this:

During the past 314 years, the Navy has
been dependent upon the merchant marine
to supply our farflung fleet and bases.
Without this support, the Navy could not
have accomplished its mission. Conse-
quently, it is fitting that the merchant ma-
rine share in our success as it shared in our
trials.

The merchant marine is a strong bul-
wark of national defense in peace and war,
and a buttress to sound national economy.
A large merchant marine is not only an
important national resource; it is, in being,
an integral part of our country’s armed
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might during time of crisis. During World
War II this precept has been proven.

As the merchant marine returns to its
peacetime pursuits, I take pleasure in ex-
pressing the Navy's heartfelt thanks to you
and through you to the officers and men of
the merchant marine for their magnificent
support during World War II. All hands
can feel a pride of accomplishment in a job
well done.

We wish the merchant marine every suc-
cess during the years ahead and sincerely
hope that it remains strong and continues
as a vital and integral part of our national
economy and defense.

But even the history of facts, the very
living example of contemporaneous
events, plus the carefully expressed con-
victions of Admiral King, failed to per-
suade those who continued to argue that
our merchant marine needed no mod-
ernization and that its neglect was of
no concern to our country. The admiral
says our merchant fleet should remain
strong and that it is necessary to our
national economy and our defense, I
repeat the definitive line from the ad-
miral’s letter to his colleague that a large
merchant marine “is not only an im-
portant national resource; it is, in being,
an integral part of our country’s armed
might during the time of crisis.” No
one can say it more plainly, more
bluntly, or more authoritatively than
that.

It seems hard to believe that there are
those even now who insist that our mer-
chant marine should be scrapped by neg=
lect to help close the dollar gap between
the United States and other powers,
And again, up comes the wearisome, de=
feated, fallacious, and, I believe, dangera-
ous argument, that we can depend in
wartime on foreign merchant fleets and
American-owned ships under foreign
flag. They are saying this in spite of
the evidence that during the compara-
tively limited war in Korea our allies
were in no position to furnish the ships
for the needed tasks of that emergency.

The record, as far as I have it almost
up to the end of the armistice, shows that
it was our merchant ships which deliv=-
ered 80 percent of the cargoes to Korea.

Only modernization and efficient
maintenance can bring our merchant
fleet to a status to meet an all-out war.
And it is our merchant fleet alone which
we can depend upon in the event of so
great an emergency.

There is no question today but that in
the next war we will be required to build
all their ships for our allies. For there
is no change in the basic situation that
prevailed in both world wars. We went
into them without one fundamental re-
quirement for our economic and military
defense—a merchant fleet. We paid a
frightful price. In the face of this twice
demonstrated mistake are we now delib-
erately to go through it again for the
third time?

Rear Adm. R. E. Wilson stated the po-
sition of the Department of Defense on
June 16, 1953, before the Special Sub-
committee on Maritime Subsidies. This
written statement again expresses the
need and the importance of enlarging
and modernizing our United States mer=
chant fleet and shipbuilding facilities.
He, too, would place maximum reliance
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on United States flag shipping and not
on foreign ships, or American ships un-
der foreign flags.

Now I would like to present a correct
picture of the Merchant Marine Act of
1936. To begin with, the act did away
with the undesirable, indirect ship op-
erating subsidy. This indirect subsidy
used to be camouflaged as a form of
compensation for carrying mail. The
act was more forthright. It simply
created a subsidy for the construction of
ships in United States shipyards and for
the operation of certain American ships
in the regular berth services. It was
what it said it was. What needs to be
pointed out is that the operating sub-
sidy does not guarantee profits to a ship=
ping company. The subsidy establishes
parity between the builders and opera-
tors of United States ships and their
foreign competitors who operate their
ships in countries with a very low stand=-
ard of living.

Along with not guaranteeing a profit I
think I ought to emphasize the recapture
section in the Merchant Marine Act of
1936, to correct another false impression.
The recapture section provides that one-
half of all profits in excess of capital
used in the business over a 10-year pe-
riod are recaptured up to the amount of
the subsidy paid. There is no other Gov-
ernment subsidy program in which such
a provision appears.

Now what effect has this subsidy sec-
tion actually had in recapturing sub-
sidies?

Well, 4 out of the 12 recipient com-
panies who got subsidies during the first
10 years of the law’s operation returned
to the Government all of the operating
subsidy money that had been advanced
to them. The other eight companies re=
turned a substantial portion of the sub-
sidy. The total paid out in operating
subsidies for the first 10 years ending
December 31, 1948, was $88 million. Of
this $88 million, the Government recap-
tured $52,500,000. The companies re=
tained $35,515,800. Subsidies were sus=-
pended during the war years from April
1942 to December 1946. So that the
Government’s cost of operating subsidy
was about $6 million a year.

That is a $6 million a year subsidy for
a merchant marine.

Contrast that with the subsidies pro-
vided by the Government during the
same 10 years to other industries:

The dairy industry got a Government
subsidy of $1,205,645,000.

The sugar industry got a Government
subsidy of $524,195,000.

A Government subsidy of $132,694,000
went for potatoes,

A Government subsidy of $67,635,000
went for cheddar cheese.

All agriculture subsidies together came
to $2,104,192,000.

Agriculture got additional help
through the tariff which the Govern-
ment imposed by charging and collect-
ing $2,700,741,000 during the 10-year
period.

Figures like that make the $35,515,-
800 in operating subsidies paid to the
American merchant marine seem puny
indeed.
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Nor is what I have just said to be
interpreted as a criticism of farm sub-
sidies.

I am merely presenting the audit so
that the importance of a merchant-
marine parity can be appreciated.

Today the fact is clear that the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 demands an
adequate merchant marine to carry a
substantial portion of our domestic and
foreign trade and to serve for our coun-
try’s defense, and that, as of now, the
Government has failed to provide a suf-
ficient subsidy to carry out the mandate
of the Congress.

That is the story.

The figures are dramatic and compel-
ling because our World War I ship-
building program cost $2,951,807,000.
These ships would have cost about $840
million had they been built before the
war. But the difference in cost was not
all the consequences of the mistake of
neglect. The ships built during the war
proved inefficient. And not only were
they not available when they were
needed, but many of them never saw
war service at all.

To put it another way it has been
estimated that a fleet of, say, 8 million
deadweight tons, sufficient for World
War I, would, prior to the war, have
cost at the most $500 million. This
means that a sound maritime policy
would have given us a saving of $2,500,-
000,000 in ship construction, exclusive
of all other advantages. All of which
adds up to this:

The desperate, almost hysterical ship-
building energies could have been used
in other areas of the war eflort.

There would have been no rate-goug-
ing at our expense.

The men and the supplies would have
reached their destinations on time as the
military required them.

The war would have been shortened.

Lives would have been saved.

During the first decade of the 1936 act
the operating differential per year was
about $30,000 per ship. That means
that we could have run a fleet of 1,000
competent ships for 20 years prior to
World War I and been ahead $2 billion
if we were to include the possible sav-
ings in the cost of construction. And
that construction cost is certainly a
valid item and a realistic one.

How about the story for World War I1?

‘Well, the United States built 54,224,100
deadweight tons of merchant shipping
during this war, costing $14,204,000,000.

With a cost of only $4 billion, a 40-
million-deadweight-ton fleet could have
been built having the same cargo capac-
ity, had the construction been done he-
fore war broke out.
~ That would have meant a saving of
$10,204,000,000.

Given that amount we could have had
2,000 modern ships at the outbreak of
the war, and still have saved $8 or $9 bil-
lion to say nothing of critical materials,
time, and life.

On a saving like that under present-
day high operating differentials we could
keep a fleet of 2,000 vessels trafficking on
the high seas for more than a quarter of
a century.

Now that I am approaching the end
of my talk let me make it clear that
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those of us who favor an adequate Amer-
ican merchant marine do not hold that
we can at all times support an active
peacetime merchant fleet, backed up by
ships in reserve, in a quantity to meet
our needs and the needs of our allies in
time of war. In the light of our World
War II experience it has been figured
out that the United States will need at
least 6,000 modern ships for an all-out
world war III.

Now the guestion is how large should
our merchant fleet be? The best judg-
ment is that it should be large enough—
composed of modern ships—to be able
to carry at least 50 percent of our ex-
port and import trade. The Merchant
Marine Act of 1936 in its preamble said
that our merchant marine must be—I
quote—‘‘sufficient to carry a substantial
portion of our foreign trade.” That was
its greatest error, the term “substan-
tial portion.” When we say “sufficient
to carry at least 50 percent of our export
and import trade” we give meaning to
our language. But ‘“substantial” can
mean as many things as there are points
of view.

It is our contention that Congress in-
tended our merchant marine to carry
at least 50 percent of our incoming and
outgoing trade. But it is not to be as-
sumed from this that on some trade
routes we should not carry less than 50
percent, or more on other trade routes.
For confirmation on what I have just
said I point to the congressional man-
dates that American ships should carry
at least 50 percent of the cargoes pro-
vided under our foreign economic and
military aid program. You will find the
50 percent provision in these programs:

First. Economic Cooperation Act of
1948, and the ECA Amendments, 1949,
Public Law 47, 81st Congress.

Second. Korean Aid Act, Public Law
447, 81st Congress.

Third. Yugoslavia Emergency Relief
Assistance Act of 1950, Public Law 897,
81st Congress.

Fourth. India Emergency Food Aid
Act of 1951, Public Law 48, 82d Congress.

Fifth. Mutual Defense Assistance Act,
Public Law 329, 81st Congress.

Sixth. Mutual Security Act of 1951,
Public Law 165, 82d Congress.

Seventh. Pakistan wheat bill, public
law 77, 83d Congress.

The 73d Congress in Public Resolution
17, declared that all cargoes financed by
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
or by any other agency of Government,
should be transported in American ships
when these are available at reasonable
prices. But this was cut down to 50
percent by Government agencies in con-
sultation with shipping interests. A de-
sirable effect of this administrative prac-
tice has been to provide a weapon against
discriminatory shipping practices pur-
sued to our disadvantage by other mari-
time nations.

An American merchant fleet capable
of carrying at least 50 percent of our
foreign trade is the most reasonable
figure because it represents a workable
nucleus for expansion in the event of
another all-out war. The 50-percent
estimate is based on a fluctuating volume
of foreign trade in a period of national
emergency. We know that as the na-
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tional emergency rises the sea traffic
rises proportionately to meet the mount-
ing movement of supplies and troops.
Then as this traffic mounts we should
increase our merchant fieet. Such a re-
sult is possible if our ships now are ealled
on to carry at least 50 percent of our
export and import trade.

But what is the figure now?

American-flag ships in January of 1953
carried only 25.8 percent of our foreign
trade. It is my understanding that the
average fizure is about 30 percent.

That means we have cut the needed
program in half.

‘We are repeating, after all the agony,
the same mistake we made in World
War I and World War II1.

Our merchant marine is being sub-
jected to neglect by the same purblind
thinking that cost s untold lives and
billions in dollars in World Wars I and II.

Twice we have been a voice crying in
the wilderness.

There may not be an opportunity for
a third time—for the third time our Na-
tion may not survive the ordeal.

Our program is clear, it is definite, it
has historical proof and statistical evi-
dence.

Let us, united, make sure that we have
an adequate merchant marine, in peace-
time as well as in time of war.

“I DO NOT BELIEVE THE MATERIAL
YOU HAVE SUGGESTED WOULD
BE USEFUL"—AN OUTRAGEOUS
REFUSAL BY THE SECRETARY OF
THE TREASURY TO FURNISH IN-
FORMATION OF A NONCONFIDEN-
TIAL NATURE TO A MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAN-
FIELD). Under special order heretofore
entered, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. EBERHARTER] is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
have been a Member of Congress since
January 1937. In the intervening 17
years, I had always found the executive
agencies of the Government conscious
of the fact that Members of Congress
were entitled to certain types of infor-
mation without question. I am speaking,
of course, of technical information which
they are capable of developing and
which in no way involves anything of
a secret or confidential nature. I had
never had the experience of having an
executive department, or an official of
any agency, refuse to provide me with
certain information because he thought
the material I requested would not be
useful. In other words, that he did not
think the conclusions which might be
drawn from such information would be
useful—not to me or to the Congress—
but to the agency itself.

Well, Mr. Speaker, there is always a
first time for everything. I was told by
the head of one of the Government de-
partments that he would not provide me
with some technical information for the
reason that he did not believe the ma-
terial I have asked for would be useful.

There is no question of the ability of
his agency to provide this information.
He just did not think I should have it.




1954

The gentleman who took this position
is the Secretary of the Treasury. And
what he said, in effect, was this—I am,
of course, paraphrasing: “There has
been given to the House Ways and Means
Committee certain projections on esti-
mated revenue losses over the next 3
years resulting from a change the Treas-
ury has recommended in methods of
computing depreciation allowances for
tax purposes. When you ask me to use
exactly the same premises and project
this information over a 10-year period
rather than just 3 years, you are asking
for information I do not think is very
good information to have kicking around
Congress. It might be misunderstood.
Therefore, I do not think it would be
useful to give it to you. Therefore, go
soak your head—I am not going to give
this information to you.”

Mr. Humphrey used somewhat more
polite language than that. He did not
tell me to go soak my head. He did not
come right out and say he would not like
to see information of this kind in the
hands of the Congress. He did not say
flatly he would not give it to me.

Here is what he did say:

We believe that any long-term statistical
projections based upon any assumed rate of
capital investment would be unrealistic.
Therefore, I do not believe the material you
have suggested would be useful.

And, of course, I did not get the in-
formation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise here on the House
floor to bring this matter to the atten-
tion of the Congress not out of any sense
of personal pique over the Secretary's
rudeness. I think he has been imperti-
nent, offensive, obnoxious in this matter.
He has been deliberately insolent and
insulting. And I resent it:

I resent it, Mr. Speaker, not for my-
self—because I have seen other in-
stances on the part of this Secretary of
the Treasury which reflects arrogance
toward individuals with whom he dis-
agrees. But I deeply resent, and can-
not so readily pass over, the insult here
to the Congress itself—to the institution
we Members cherish and do our best to
serve.

The Secretary of the Treasury certain-
ly has the right to disagree with any
Member of Congress, or, for that matter,
with every Member of Congress, over
any legislative proposal he chooses. He
can argue with us in the Ways and
Means Committee on any tax matter,
and he can tell us we are wrong when he
thinks we are wrong. That is his right
and, in fact, his duty. None of us on the
Ways and Means Committee has ever
objected to any Secretary of the Treasury
telling us in the most forceful language
at his command that a certain proposed
change in the tax laws or in any other
law is good or bad for the country. He
can not only disagree with us; as a presi-
dential appointee, he can go out and
campaign against us and we have no ob-
jection to that.

But when this Secretary of the Treas-
ury or any Secretary of the Treasury
attempts to tell us on the Ways and
Means Committee that he will not give
us technical information which he pos-
sesses—information which merely car-
ries forward projections and estimates
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he has already volunteered to the com-
mittee—because in his opinion it would
not serve a useful purpose for us to have
that material, then I say he has over-
stepped the bounds of decency and pro-
priety, he has told the Congress to do no
independent thinking on its own but to
take his estimates and his suggestions
and proposals as the final say—as a
sacred ukase which brooks no doubt or
independent investigation.

Let me explain, Mr. Speaker, why I
am so exercised about this incident. For
many long and weary weeks, as you
know and as the Members know, the
Ways and Means Committee has been
going over the whole complex and com-
plicated structure of our internal rev-
enue code to write an entirely new tax
law—the first real thoroughgoing revis-
ion in the tax laws in many, many years.
It is exhausting work.

Any taxpayer whoever struggled with
a Form 1040 or a corporate tax form as
March 15 approached knows that the
subject is infernally intricate. Tax law-
vers devote their lives to learning the
ins-and-outs of the tax laws, to under-
stand them. The Treasury and the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation have both put to work over a
period of several years their best tech-
nical brains on the subject to draft the
proposals submitted before our commit-
tee. And now these proposals are before
us for decision.

On every decision we make, millions if
not billions of dollars are involved—not
just for the Government but for busi-
nesses and for individuals. The future of
a plant or industry in your district may
rest on an innocuous-sounding phrase
inserted in this bill. It could perhaps
kill that plant or industry, wreck it. Or
it could bring millions of additional
profits to General Motors or the Hanna
Coal Co. or any other large undertaking.

We on the committee are mortals,
subject to human error. But I should
like to make clear that every member
of that committee is conscientiously try-
ing to do a fair and honest job in writing
this legislative monster, which is what
a tax bill inevitably has to be.

When that bill comes here on the
House floor we want to know what is
in it and be able to explain it to your
satisfaction. We do not want to have
jokers slipped into it without our knowl-
edge. We do not want to be misled into
an extravagant handout of the tax-
payer's dollar or of the Nation’s revenues
to this or that particular group of in-
dividuals or to this or that particular
group of businesses.

The bill as it now stands is a big-
business bill which provides many new
means under which corporations and
stockholders in corporations can ease
their tax responsibilities at the expense
of the rest of the citizens of this Nation.
So far, there is practically nothing in
this bill which eases the tax of the wage
earner or the small-business man, It
is a rich man’s, an investor’s tax bill.

The members of the committee who
have supported some of these provisions
to which I and other minority members
object, and who have opposed the kind
of tax relief we on the Democratic side
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have proposed for the little fellow—for
the wage earner, for the general publiec,
for the great mass of people who pay
the taxes we spend for defense and other
purposes—the Members on the majority
side, I repeat, have put these provisions
into the bill because they believe they
are good for the country. They believe
in the trickle-down theory of economic
prosperity—make business happy, give
it all kinds of tax incentives to expand,
make common stocks more attractive to
investors, and prosperity will be assured.
That is their belief. They believe in it
sincerely. We on the Democratic side
are just as sincere and honest in be-
lieving that if the great mass of the
people have money to spend on the
things they want and need, business will
provide those needs and make such
profits as will guarantee an expanding
economy and a prosperous economy.

Those two divergent views, Mr. Speak-
er, probably go further to explain the
philosophic differences of the two major
political parties in the United States
today than any other set of premises.
The issue of slavery once provided this
contrast. Then, later, it was tariffs. In
1932 it was the role of the Federal Gov-
ernment in moving against misery and
suffering and starvation. Later, with
some exceptions on both sides, it was
the issue of foreign policy—in the his-
toric debates before Pearl Harbor.
Today it is this question of how to assure
prosperity—how to restore it first, for
it temporarily seems to have fled from
us, and then how to maintain it and
expand it.

The point is, Mr. Speaker, that in
arguing out these issues in a straight-
forward, honest, and sincere fashion, we
are upholding the greatest traditions of
American democracy. We are doing our
duty as Members of Congress or as of-
ficials of Government. In our delibera-
tions, we are, if you will excuse an over-
worked phrase now almost synonomous
with a popular television program, only
after the facts. We can disagree over
what the facts portend, but we feel we
should and must have all the facts avail-
able to us, no matter what they show.

In the case of this one technical mat-
ter involving depreciation, I have been
disturbed that the proposal supported
by a majority of the committee will
mean an extravagant handout of tax
revenues to a few big corporations—to
them it could be worth many millions
of dollars a year. That may or may not
mean it is bad for the country. We can
have separate views on that.

But the Secretary of the Treasury has
seen fit to tell us what it will mean, ac-
cording to certain estimates and pro-
jections he has made covering the first
3 years of its application. He told us
it would mean a reduction in revenue
for the third year of $1,550,000,000.

In writing to the Secretary about this
matter, I did not accuse him of any
wrongdoing. I did not make any insinu-
ations about him—his patriotism or his
friendships or his golf score. I made
no effort to argue the merits of this de=
preciation change.

I asked only for a further projection
of his own estimates—for 10 years in-
stead of for 3. I asked him to disregard
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any incentive factor, and to use ex-
actly the same assumptions in the 10-
year projection as he had in the 3-year
projection in regard to levels of business
activity, levels of business investment,
and levels of tax rates.

And that was all.

I noted that it was particularly im-
portant for me to have the answer by
February 25, and I am pleased to say
that in writing his answer by February
26 he got it to me only a day after I had
considered it important to receive the
information requested in my letter of
February 20.

I subsequently found that there was
no reason for him to spend 6 days pre-
paring his answer, for it gave me none
of the facts I requested.

His letter—unanimous-consent re-
guest—is in sharp contrast with the one
I sent him. Instead of giving me the
objective factual information I re-
quested, he gave me a page of argu-
ments as to why the Treasury proposal
on depreciation was a good thing, why
it would not cost the Government any
money at all in the long run—a highly
debatable point—and why and how it
would encourage capital expansion and
bring more risk capital into play in the
economy.

I did not ask him for any of that in-
formation—he had already told us that
several times, like a school teacher in the
elementary grades dinning the multipli-
cation table into the dense skulls of re-
luctant pupils.

But he would not give the extended
projections I requested, because he had
decided they would not be useful.

A proper answer, it seems to me, would
be to give me the extended projections
I had requested, while at the same time
disputing their reliability. If I at-
tempted to use them in any improper
way, he could have objected. If I had
drawn conclusions from them with which
he disagreed, he could have disputed
them. If I had sought to use the pro-
jections without acknowledging the Sec-
retary’s doubts as to their validity, he
could have demanded on behalf of fair
play that the doubts be cited and he
could have cited them himself.

In short, he and the Treasury and the
administration have various protections
against any improper or unfair use of
the Treasury's figures to oppose the
Treasury’s point of view.

But he did not choose to rest on these
protections. He has insulted me as an
individual and as a Member by deciding
in his superior wisdom it would not be a
safe thing for me to have this informa-
tion and therefore he has refused to pro-
vide it.

I say in all candor, Mr. Speaker, that
this is a new approach by an executive
agency to the proper sphere of Congress.
I say it is an insult to the entire House
and to the entire Congress. I say it is
scandalous misuse of executive power
and a warning to the Congress to defend
its prerogatives before new and deeper
encroachments are undertaken by this
arrogant official, newly arrived from big
business, who administers the Treasury
Department of the United States.

‘Whether the information I requested
1s useful or not, I insist it must be forth-
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-coming. T insist upon it in behalf of the

rights of all Members to courteous treat-
ment and factual accounting from the
executive departments.

I have therefore renewed my request
to the Secretary of the Treasury to pro-
vide the information.

FEEBRUARY 26, 1954.
The Honorable GeorGe M. HUMPHREY,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Washingion, D. C.

My Dear Mgr. SECRETARY: I have your letter
of February 26 in response to my request of
the 20th for certain information.

I am frankly astonished by your failure
to provide the information I requested on the
grounds that you “do not believe the ma-
terial (I) have suggested would be useful.”
I can only conclude that you have not read
my letter of February 20 with sufficient care.

If you do so, you will note that I made a
specific request for specific information. I
did not ask for your opinion as to whether
or not this information would be useful,
although had you complied with my request
I would have been most happy to have your
opinion and would have given it careful
consideration.

Although my letter specifically requested
you not to take into account any so-called
incentive factor—that is, increased invest-
ment arising out of this new depreciation
method—I was surprised that the bulk of
your response dealt with what you believe
will be the increase in business investment
resulting from incentives of this new depre-
ciation method.

Economists know that, important as it
may be, this incentive factor is so vague and
nebulous that it cannot be accurately calcu-
lated. That is why the first 3 year's projec-
tions made by your Department and by the
staffl of the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation were careful to exclude
that factor. That is also why I am again
requesting that you not take this factor into
account and that you not use this vague
concept as an excuse for failing to continue
the projections already begun by your Depart-
ment and the joint committee staff.

Inasmuch as your Department and the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Tax-
ation have made these computations for the
first 3 years, there is no reason why similar
computations cannot be made for succeeding
years, using the same assumptions as to level
of economic activity and levels of investment
and taxation. It is not for you to judge
whether these computations would be useful
to me or not. One of the duties of your
Department is to furnish information re-
quested by the Congress and Congress will
decide whether or not the information is
useful. If your staff is unable to make these
computations, I suggest they contact the
stafl of the joint committee which made the
8-year projection.

As you know, the Revenue Act of 1954 will
soon be finally acted upon by the Committee
on Ways and Means and will shortly there-
after be considered by the House of Repre-
sentatives. I feel that the Information I am
requesting is essential to my own delibera-
tions on this bill, and I must insist that you
furnish this information to me by noon on
Wednesday, March 3. If you do not intend
to furnish the information by that time I
should like to have word from you to that
effect by noon on Monday, March 1,

In my 18 years in Congress your response
to my request represents the first time a Sec-
retary of the Treasury has failed to furnish
to a Member of Congress who is a member of
the Committiee on Ways and Means informa-
tion concerning a pending tax measure,

I note that you oppose an increase in the
personal exemptionse—which will benefit the
average taxpayer—because of the revenue
loss involved. I cannot reconcile this with
your failure to furnish a Member of Congress
with information on the revenue loss from a
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provision whose benefits will go to the cor-
porations of the country, on the ground that
the information would not be useful.

I am at a loss to understand why you
should not disclose the revenue effects of
such provision, unless you fear that to do so
would disclose the true nature of this tax
bill—one which ignores the average taxpay-
er and gives enormous benefits to corpora-
tions and high-income taxpayers.

Enowing your regard for the fiscal stabil-
ity of the Nation, I am sure that you will not
decline again to furnish to a Member of Con-
gress, especially one who is a member of the
Ways and Means Committee, information
which is crucial to the future of our Nation's
€economy.

Sincerely,
HermAN P. EBERHARTER,
Member of Congress.

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, February 26, 1954,
Hon. HermaN P. EBERHARTER,
House of Representatives,
New House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear M=r. EBErRHARTER: I have your let-
ter of February 20 requesting estimates of
the effects on the revenue of double-rate
declining-balance depreciation for the fiscal
years 1957 to 1964, under certain stated as-
sumptions.

As you know, the change in the tax treat-
ment of depreciation will simply change the
timing of depreciation deductions, and not
the total deductions. Over the entire period
of use of & machine or building, its total
cost will be written off under any system of
depreciation accounting. With any given
amount of investment, there would be no
net change in total revenue, except insofar
as tax rates may change.

Looking at a single item, revenues would
be lower in the early years than under the
present system. But a point is reached, de-
pending on the life of the asset, after which
revenues will be higher than at present.
Any increase in deductions during the early
years will, of course, be offset by decreased
deductions in later years.

My own experience and the advice of
numerous groups convince me that faster
depreciation in the early years of use will
very substantially increase total investment
over what it would be under straight-line
depreciation. This will occur because the
opportunity for an earlier recovery of ecapi-
tal will encourage people to take the risks
which exist in any capital investment. The
change will also increase investment by
making possible shorter term financing
which is especially important for small and
growing companies,

Because of the combination of the two
factors noted above, we believe that any long
term statistical projections based upon any
assumed rate of capital investment would be
unrealistic. Therefore, I do not believe the
material you have suggested would be use-
Tul. We feel sure that the net effect of the
change in depreciation accounting will be to
increase revenues, as well as employment
and nationsal income, because of the stimu-
lation to investment.

Sincerely yours,
Georce HUMPHERETY,
Secretary of the Treasury.

—

FEBRUARY 20, 1954.
The Honorable GEORGE M. HUMPHREY,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Washington, D. C.

My DEar MR. SECRETARY: I note that you
have projected the net revenue reduction
resulting from the double-rate declining-
balance depreciation provisions adopted by
the House Ways and Means Committee for
the first 3 years of its operation, giving a
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total reduction in revenues for the third
year of $1,550,000,000.

I assume that there will continue to be
a net revenue reduction from this provision
{(as compared with the revenues that would
result from continuing the present straight-
line methods) for some years to come.

I am writing to request you to project these
estimated net revenue reductions for an
additional 7 years (making a total of 10
years from the date on which this declining
balance method will take effect). In pro-
jecting these please use the same assump-
tions as to (a) level of economic activity,
(b) level of business investment, and (c)
tax rates that were used in arriving at the
3-year projection already completed and do
not take into account any incentive factor,

It is quite important that I have this in-
formation by Thursday, February 25.

With kind regards, I am

Sincerely,
HerMAN P. EBERHARTER.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the
distinguished genfleman.

Mr, McCORMACK. I noticed in the
newspapers of Monday that Secretary
Humphrey participated in a television
program on Sunday, which he had a per-
fect right to do, and that when he was
asked about the proposal of tke Demo-
cratic members on the Ways and Means
Committee, which motion was offered in
the committee to increase personal
exemptions from $600 to $700 per per-
son, he termed it as “political propa-
ganda.” Did the gentleman see that in
the newspaper?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I am sorry, I
did not see it, but I am not surprised to
hear that was his reaction to a proposal
made by the Democrats.

Mr. McCORMACE. You can disagree
with the judgment of a person, but when
you go beyond that you are entering
dangerous territory when you impugn
the motives of an entire political party.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Idoubt whether
any Secretary of the Treasury has ever
attributed to proposals made by the other
side purely political motives.

Mr. McCORMACK. I served on the
Ways and Means Committee for 10 years
myself before being elected majority
leader, and I agree with the gentleman.
I have no recollection that any such
characterization, which goes to the mo-
tives not only of members but represen-
tatives of a political party on a commit-
tee, particularly the great Committee on
Ways and Means, I think the Secretary
has a lot to learn. He should be very
careful in making statements that
impugn the motives of an individual
member, but he should be particularly
careful when he impugns the motives of
all members of the Democratic Party, as
he did in this case in connection with
the Ways and Means Committee, when
he characterized a proposal, sincerely
offered, as “political propaganda.”

Mr. EBERHARTER. I think it would
be well to see the results that occur in
the House if we have an opportunity to
have a vote of the membership on the
guestion of whether an increase in ex-
emptions is purely political or whether
the membership decides it is proper re-
lief. I would say in my judgment the
majority of the people of this country
would say that they certainly favor an
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exemption increase. We have come to a
pretty pass, Mr. Speaker, when the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, on whom all
Members of Congress would like to rely
as responsible, who feel that he has an
important position and should be re-
spected for his judgment, and perhaps
consider them very much in the light of
the position he holds as having special
opportunities to render valuable advice.
But when he characterizes a political
party of the opposition, the Democratic
Party, with being entirely advocates of
something for purely a political nature,
when it comes to taxes, I think he is
showing a disdain that ill behooves a
man holding such a position as he holds.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAN-
FIELD), The time of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania has expired.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and include some cor-
respondence.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL PROSPERITY AND
DEFENSE

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. PHILBIN] is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, shortly
after the present administration took of-
fice in January of 1953, I made a speech
in my district in which I touched upon
some of the basic and grave problems
facing the country and the new Govern=
ment. At that time I stated in effect
that the new President elected by a sub-
stantial majority of the American people
was entitled to an opportunity to work
out his program and that in that process
every American regardless of party
should strive to cooperate in order to
solve some of the great issues before us.

What I deem to be far more pertinent
at present, however, was that I then ex-
pressed the hope and also urged at that
time that, notwithstanding any other
factors, the leaders of the new admin-
istration would pursue forward-looking
policies with respect to the mnational
economy, the full-time employment of
our people and the security and well-
being of workers, farmers, small-
business men, and others who make up
our great composite American body
politic.

I especially expressed the hope that the
new administration and its leadership
would not pursue any policy which would
have the effect of unloosing recessionary
forces in the economy, thus causing
diminished business activity, unemploy-
ment, and concern about our future
stability. That was early in 1953.

I do not desire at this time to enlarge
upon the policies which have since been
followed by the administration because
in general they are well known to the
Members of this body and to the people.
Contrary to my expectations and hopes,
recessionary policies have been pursued
with economic and social consequences
which are now very apparent and which
have been felt in many communities
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throughout the land in the form of re-
duced business activity and unemploy-
ment,

In a short period of time, haphazard
and ill-considered attacks have been
made upon many great pending prob-
lems. The armed services have been
indiscriminately slashed and that is a
matter which is giving greatest concern
to those of us who have been working to
maintain a strong defense and powerful
striking power in our Armed Forces, as
well as to the general public and our
allies.

Undoubtedly this move has also given
our potential enemies to believe that we
are indulging ourselves in a somewhat
Juxurious complacency about the gen-
eral, very dangerous, unsettled world
picture.

On the domestic front, poorly con-
ceived, restrictive monetary policies
have been adopted, the farm-price-sup-
port program has been radically manip-
ulated, thus suddenly diminishing the
purchasing power of a very large seg-
ment of our people, indiscriminate lay-
offs of Government workers have been
effected, resulting in many individual
cases of injustice to long-time faithful
employees and also adding to the gen-
erally recessionary influences of other
policies. Hasty, unsound economies and
cuts have been made in the budget. Ido
not have the exact figures, but many
billions of dollars will have been cut
across the board from the national
budget for the ensuing fiscal year.

In the light of these developments it
is not difficult to understand why the
delicate psychological balance of publie
sentiment and confidence which so vi-
tally influences the American economy
and which frequently marks out the
boundaries between prosperity and re-
cession, has been considerably disturbed.
Nor it is difficult to realize why so many
business concerns, individuals, and fam-
ilies at every level comprising the pur-
chasing power which makes the economy
click have commenced to restrict their
purchasing, or cut down their business
activity, to accord with their view of pos-
sible future adverse economic trends.
One who calmly surveys these conditions
cannot but have genuine concern. Ob-
viously the lifting of so many billions of
dollars in terms of Government expendi-
ture from the economy in such a short
period of time of itself would be bound
to have very significant repercussions,
not only in the psychology, but in the
actual business and working lives of our
citizens. That is surely an economic
fact of which we can all take note.

While all these things are happening
the commeodity markets are upset and the
security market is reflecting the idea,
apparently widely held by investors and
marketing experts, that these conditions
may be moving the Nation in time toward
greater inflation. That is one of the
paradoxes in the situation.

I am most sympathetic concerning the
problems confronting the administration
which are of such great moment to all of
us, and no one is more anxious than I
am to cooperate in working them out on
a sound realistic basis. But we cannot
afford to let these matters drift any
longer. Some affirmative action must be




2526

taken and taken promptly. The na-
tional leadership must find ways and
means of restoring the confidence of
businessmen and the general public.
The administration and the Congress
must be prepared to inaugurate now pol-
icies which will not only stop, but coun=-
teract, the recessionary forces presently
operating in the economy which are
looming more and more day by day as a
real danger to the national prosperity,
to economic stability, and moving toward
a weakening of our productive strength
and national morale, so important and
vital to us at this time of crisis to meet
the manifestations and threats of world
communism.

I do not favor haphazard policies in
government at any time, and I am not
suggesting unsound remedies based solely
on Federal spending or novel, untried,
economic experiments. I should like to
see these very important questions
tackled at once both by the administra-
tion and the Congress and carefully sur-
veyed and studied and a definite pro-
gram adopted which can secure widest
possible support in the Congress and
among the people, which will move
toward the essential ends of halting re-
cession and again assuring prosperous
business conditions and the employment
of all our citizens.

Some of these proposed remedial
measures undoubtedly lie in the mone-
tary field and should be tackled imme-
diately by financial experts and appro-
priate committees of our Congress under
the leadership of the very able special-
ists in financial matters who are Mem-
bers of our respective bodies. Other
measures clearly lie in the tax field where
it certainly should be possible for the
Congress in view of current conditions
to lower the taxes, direct and indirect,
including excise and nuisance taxes,
upon various classes of the American
people, and particularly our workers and
members of the rank and file, and there-
by stimulate some renewed purchasing
power.

I believe also that the Congress should
give early consideration to the extremely
complex agricultural price-support sys-
tem with a view to ameliorating the de-
pressed conditions which are beginning
to appear among many of our farmers.
At the same time we should give our
attention also to the general extension,
rather than the limitation, of the re-
sources and instrumentalities of this
great economy of ours so as to make it
what it should be—mot a contracting
economy, but a vital, dynamic, expand-
ing economy predicated upon the full-
est possible development of our national
resources, human and material, and by
all means under every circumstance the
full-time employment of our citizens,

Included also in these considerations
should be the immediate activation, if
it appears necessary, of the huge pro-
gram of public works and public devel-
opment which we have been assured by
administration leaders has been blue-
printed and is ready to be put into opera-
tion. We should have in mind that it
will take considerable time to implement
and make this program really effective.
- And most important of all in my opin-
ion, in the interest and the safety and
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security of the Nation and without boon-
doggling, waste, or inefficiency, the Con-
gress should promptly move to restore
most of the cuts that have been indis-
criminately made in national defense so
that disbalances between the wvarious
services will be eliminated, and so that
we mray have an appropriately balanced,
soundly devised, adequately established
armed services truly sufficient to meet
any and every contingency that may
arise. The national security comes first.
It should never be risked for ill-timed
economy.

We must never permit men who, de-
spite great ability, have extremely
limited experience in dealing with the
special technical and generalized prob-
lems of world policy in relation to na-
tional defense, and who have had little
or no practice in handling delicate pub-
lic questions and problems, to dictate a
course of action for this Congress which
may save tax dollars for the corporate
and privileged classes of the Nation, but
which in the end may leave this country
inadequately prepared for possible ag-
gression, inadequately equipped to cope
with attacks upon our security, and in-
adequately implemented +to deliver
smashing and devastating blows against
a sudden adversary.

I urge the administration leaders and
our own committees to take immediate
action to cope with these great problems
because if the current situation is per-
mitted to drift further we may land on
the shoals of sudden economic lassitude
which could not only gravely imperil our
economy but might very well invite as-
saults upon the national security as well.

LEGISLATIVE TASKS AHEAD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. TUnder
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I con-
sider it a high honor and privilege to
represent the people of the 19th Con-
gressional District in the great State of
California. Their confidence in me is
shown by the fact that they elected me
to this congressional office in 1942 and
have kept me here ever since.

While my political views are well
known and frankly stated, I have tried
always to serve the people in a fair man-
ner and to avoid a narrow, partisan ap-
proach. I believe the voters of my dis-
trict respect and appreciate that con-
cept of congressional service, because
Democrats and Republicans alike have
nominated me for office.

It is my purpose now to present a re-
port to the people of the 19th Congres-
sional Distriect of California outlining
major legislative tasks ahead, as I see
them.

SOCIAL SECURITY

The social security system created
under the administration of Franklin
Roosevelt and now in existence for
almost 20 years, must be expanded and
improved. Our citizens are entitled to
assurance that they will have a secure
and steady income in retirement and
old age.

Various perfecting amendments to the
Social Security Act are needed to bring
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more persons under the benefits of the
act, to increase the amount of the bene-
fits received by individuals, to allow re-
tired persons to do useful work and earn
some money without being penalized in
regard to social security payments, to
enlarge the amount of base earnings
that can be credited for such payments,
to allow the computation of benefits on
a fairer basis by excluding periods of
abnormally low earnings, and to protect
the benefit rights of those who become
disabled.

Improvements in the social security
system along these lines have been rec-
ommended by the President and will re-
ceive my full support. However, I am
greatly disturbed by the fact that some
members of the President’s own party in
the Congress are challenging the basic
worth of the social security systenr.
They want to tamper with the trust
fund—over $19 billion—that has been
built up over the years by the individual
contributions of workers and employers.
They are advocating drastic changes in
the system which would destroy the
equities our people now have in the sys-
tem and which would, in my judgment,
result in a lowering of benefits to all,

I shall fight any moves to weaken or
destroy social security in America. It is
my hope that Members of Congress, re-
gardless of party, will come together in
a spirit of good will and vote the neces-
sary improvements in the social security
law. I regard this legislative action as
a must.

MORE JOBS

Today our people are greatly con-
cerned about growing unemployment
and the difficulties faced by small busi=
ness. Several million persons who want
jobs are without jobs. Many of them are
getting by for a short time on meager
unemployment compensation benefits.

The Government of the United States
has an important responsibility to pre-
vent economic depression. That respon-
sibility was written into law under the
Truman administration, when the Em-
ployment Act of 1946 was passed. As a
Member of Congress I supported that
legislation.

The Federal Government has many
opportunities and can use many re-
sources to fight off depression, provided
its leaders are willing to take bold and
decisive action, If the administration
fails to act, I shall support legislation in
the Congress directing the administra-
tion to take whatever steps are necessary
to maintain high levels of employment.
Steady jobs and good wages are the
foundation of national prosperity.

TAX RELIEF

Because jobs are getting scarcer,
workers as a whole are earning less
money and buying less at the stores.
To keep our economy healthy and grow-
ing, purchasing power must be main-
tained. I will support every legitimate
action toward this end.

One of the important steps we can
take to strengthen buying power is to
increase the exemption allowed to in-
dividuals on their income taxes. The
average family of modest income, if per-
mitted to deduct several hundred dollars
above the present exemption from its
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income tax, will have that much more
money for the essentials of family living,
Those dollars injected into the blood-
stream of the economy will have a pow-
erful stimulating effect on business.

Too much attention is being directed
to tax relief for big corporations and
wealthy individuals and not enough to
tax relief for the American family of
modest income. I believe the wage-
earning taxpayer deserves a break and
the economy certainly needs it. I will
vote for legislation to increase the ex-
emption on income taxes for individuals.

HEALTH AND MEDICAL CARE

Good health is basic to the happiness
and productivity of our people. There
is growing recognition in this country
that health protection and good medical
care should be brought within the reach
of everyone. Certainly some means
must be found to cope with the stagger-
ing costs of serious and prolonged illness,

The Federal Government is helping to
improve the health of American citizens
by financial contributions and technical
assistance to States for the construction
of hospitals, for maternal and child
health services, for vocational rehabili-
tation, for research in industrial hygiene
and other public health fields. Federal
research programs are being conducted
in eancer, heart diseases, mental illness,
and other serious afilictions of humanity.
Medical facilities are available to veter-
ans and to members of the armed serv-
ices.

I believe that the Government has a
responsibility to make sure that no citi-
zen is deprived of happiness and long life
because he cannot afford adequate med-
ical care. I believe this responsibility
can be discharged without regimenting
doctors and without limiting the free-
dom of individuals to choose their own
doctors.

None of us wants medicine to be so-
cialized, but all of us want the oppor-
tunity to get proper medical attention
when we need it, and to be able to pay
our doctor bills. President Eisenhower
himself has recognized these needs in
a special message to the Congress. I
shall support all legislative measures, in-
cluding increased income-tax deductions
for medical expenses, to ease the burden
of medical costs and to afford our people
the health protection and medical care
they need and deserve.

HOUSING

Good homes for all American families
are tied in with other measures to insure
a prosperous economy and the happiness
and well-being of our people. Housing
construction at a sustained rate provides
jobs in many industries and the founda-
tion for steady economic growth. To-
gether with slum clearance and commu-
nity development it also means that
American children will grow up in bet-
ter family and neighborhood surround-
ings and become better citizens.

The Congress will be called upon to
review existing housing legislation and
to provide more incentives to industry
to build and finance homes. I shall sup-
port all constructive housing measures
that will encourage home building and
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will enable families to purchase homes
on more liberal credit terms.

Furthermore, I shall support a pro-
gram of public housing for those fam-
ilies who do not have the means of buy-
ing or renting decent homes. Opportu-
nities to obtain such housing should be
afforded all low-income families, what-
ever their nationality, religious, or racial
background.

I believe the Government must take
the initiative, too, in promoting slum
clearance and reconstruction of blichted
areas that are breeding places of crime
and disease in our cities.

ATOMIC ENERGY FOR FPEACE

As a member of the Joint Congres-
sional Committee on Atomic Energy, I
have watched the development of atomic
energy in this country almost from the
beginning,. We have made our country’'s
defenses strong to resist aggression, but
we have also prayed and worked for
peace. In the hearts of all of us there
is a longing for a world at peace and for
puiting atomic energy to work to serve
the welfare of mankind rather than its
destruction.

Upon the initiative of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, the United
States has embarked on a program of
producing electric power from the atom.
Already we have launched an atomic-
powered submarine. Possibilities of
atomie-driven locomotives and airplanes
are being examined. Many exciting dis-
coveries in medicine, agriculture, and
industry are being made with the help
of atomic devices.

Shortly the Congress will be called
upon to review existing atomic energy
legislation in order to determine what
changes are needed to promote peace-
time uses of atomic energy, including
cooperative work with other nations. I
shall support constructive measures to-
ward these ends. I shall oppose moves
which are afoot in some quarters to give
monopolistic controls over peacetime
atomic energy to a few large corpora-
tions. The American people are the
owners of atomie plants and processes
and should receive the full benefits of
atomic energy development for peace.

IMPROVED IMMIGRATION LAW

Several years of experience with the
Immigration and Naturalization Act of
1950 [McCarran Actl have shown that
the act contains many inequities and im-
poses unnecessary hardships on families.
The harsh effects of the McCarran Act
are evident in my district, which con-
tains many Spanish-speaking families
or individuals who emigrated from
Mexico.

Many families have been broken up,
and wives and children forced on public
relief after the family breadwinner, who
lived here for many years, was forced to
return to Mexico because of some tech-
nical interpretation of the law.

In common fairness and decency, we
owe it to our own citizens and to honest
and industrious people who wish to come
here from other countries, to change the
McCarran Act. We must eliminate
those provisions which result in dis-
criminatory treatment against any group
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or nationality and which impose un-
necessary and cruel hardships.

ELIMINATING WASTE AND EXTRAVAGANCE IN

GOVERNMENT

I believe that the Government has a
positive duty and obligation to perform
for the people those services which are
essential to the general welfare, As
Abraham Lincoln so aptly put it, “The
legitimate object of government is to do
for the people what needs to be done but
which they cannot, by individual effort,
do at all or do so well for themselves.”
At the same time, I have no patience
with those who are responsible for waste
and mismanagement and excessive red-
tape in Government.

Throughout my entire career in the
Congress, I have served on the House
Committee on Government Operations,
which is the watchdog committee over
the activities of the executive branch.
Our committee has exposed many situa-
tions of wasteful expenditures, and has
been instrumental in saving the tax-
payers many millions, even billions, of
dollars.

Recently the Speaker of the House
designated me to serve on the Commis-
sion on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government, popularly
known as the Hoover Commission. This
Commission is investigating, and will
recommend to the Congress, improved
methods of Government operation.

I shall support every sound proposal
for streamlining the Federal Govern-
ment and for making it more efficient
and more economical. I shall oppose
any proposals which seek to eliminate es-
sential services or which favor monopo-
listic exploitation of the public domain
or the natural resources owned by all
the people.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Mr. Speaker, there are other impor-
tant legislative tasks which I expect to
discuss with the people of my district
from time to time. I wish to say now
that I am greatly concerned over the
mean and petty spirit of partisanship
that seems to inspire so many Govern-
ment leaders and officeholders. They
seek to instill doubt and fear and dis-
unity among our people instead of work-
ing for constructive programs that will
make our country healthy and strong
and prosperous.

From talks with people in my district
and from letters they write me, I believe
it is fair to say that very few are taken
in by political demagogery. They ex-
pect their elected representatives to take
a reasoned approach to Government and
to work constructively for the good of
all. I have tried to be faithful to that
concept of congressional service.

CONTROL OF THE NEW YORK, NEW
HAVEN & HARTFORD RAILROAD
CO.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCormAck]l is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, the
people of New England are very much

. T P
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concerned with the persons who con=-
trol the New York, New Haven & Hart-
ford Railroad Co. This road is prob=-
ably the main economic lifeblood of New
England. The future of New England
depends greatly upon the right type of
leadership in control of this company;
leadership which has the public interest
uppermost in their minds as well as the
stockholders.

Operating control of the New Haven
Railroad which, under local manage-
ment, has been making giant strides
toward economic recovery, threatens
once again to pass into the hands of
outsiders.

That would be most harmful to the
people of New England.

The present New Haven management,
under Frederic C. Dumaine, Jr., has
halted a half-century of deficit opera-
tions. It is giving the public what it
wants—a well-run system of rail trans-
portation.

This welcome change in the character
of the New Haven Road has been paying
off. y

For nearly 50 years the New Haven has
been milked and mugged by financial in-
terests having no regard whatever for its
service territory nor for the people who
live there.

From the time of the Mellon debacle,
it has been the victim of a long succession
of absentee landlords, bankers’ agents,
‘Wall Street holding companies, and
court-appointed trustees.

They had a universal remedy for
whatever ailed the system. It was to
amputate the service and throw away the
substance.

What can we expect if the present able
management is thrown out and a group
of financial manipulators is installed in
its place?

It is most alarming to learn from the
Interstate Commerce Commission that
the Patrick B. McGinnis group, now
seeking to wrest the New Haven from the
Dumaines, was scathingly criticized by
the ICC for the working over it gave the
finances of the Norfolk Southern Rail-
way.

Every New Englander, Congressmen
and all, should read the devastating re-
port of an ICC investigation, recently
published as Docket No. 30980, into the
honesty, economy, and efficiency of Nor=-
folk Southern Railway management.

This report is loaded with exposures
of questionable practices by the McGin-
nis management, some in outright de-
flance of Commission orders, including
habitual misuse of company funds for
the private transactions of its officers.

The report abounds in descriptions of
waste and huge expense accounts. It
tells of the organization of curious satel-
lite corporations by company officers and
of fringe transactions they made with
themselves, as representatives of both.

This duality of interest appears in
many phases of the Norfolk Southern in-
vestigation but ICC found no trace of
objection on the part of the railway's
directors, some of whom would now per=-
forms the same function on the New
Haven,
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Only because Norfolk Southern is now
in different hands, which have elimi-
nated all objectional practices, did the
respondents escape being more seriously
dealt with. At it was, a fine was im-
posed on the railroad following a plea of
nolo contendere.

Here, indeed, is a capsule of what may
very well befall the New Haven Railroad
if McGinnis succeeds in his proxy fight
against Dumaine. Heavily backed by
Canadian capital, this group is interested
chiefly in getting larger immediate
financial returns, not necessarily in re-
storing public confidence in the railroad
and the kind of service that will guaran-
tee its own and New England’s pros-
perity.

If the threatened upset of New Haven
management takes place, New England's
hopes for industrial recovery will receive
a body blow.

With control vested in a group whose
largest stockholder interest lies north
of the border, we shall run a bad second
to the plans of any outside banking com-
bine or group.

In such event, because the change will
profoundly affect the public interest,
which Congress and our Government are
sworn to protect, it will become the duty
of those of us who represent the New
England area to take all necessary steps
to investigate this situation from top to
bottom.

I will gladly cooperate with any of my
colleagues in taking such action as may
be necessary to protect in this case the
best interest of New England.

The Canadian interest should stop,
look, and listen before they take any ac-
tion which would be contrary to the best
interest of New England and for the best
interest of the New Haven Railroad. In
connection with this, they should give
full consideration to public opinion in
New England which, based on the fine
leadership of Frederic C. Dumaine, Jr.,
is practically solidly behind him.

Frederic C. Dumaine, Jr., a product of
New England, succeeded his father as
president of the New Haven in 1951.

Under Frederic C. Dumaine, Jr.'s pro-
gressive management, the locomotive
power on the New Haven is now entirely
electric or diesel.

Many—1,325—units of new equipment
have been placed in operation and addi-
tional units—284—of necessary equip-
ment have been authorized.

Construction of new warehouse facili-
ties in New York and Boston have been
completed which will produce additional
freight traffic.

Surplus real estate and old equipment,
no longer of use to the road, have been
sold.

Other investments, such as station im-
provements, parking areas, improved
roadbeds, and new rail, have been made
for the purpose of providing more effi-
cient and economical transportation.

Under his guidance the New Haven
has taken an active part in the construc-
tion of the new South Boston Market
terminal, This terminal attracts addi-
tional freight to New England, facilitates
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the movement of meat products from the
supplier to the wholesaler with ultimate
distribution to the retailer in an efficient
and economic manner. It represented
farseeing and courageous leadership. It
brings great benefits to the New Haven
railroad and at the same time solves the
great problem confronting the city of
Boston.

Frederic C. Dumaine, Jr., is a throw-
back to those hardy men who dared, and
who decades and even generations ago
built New England as a great industrial
area.

New England needs the leadership of
Frederic C. Dumaine, Jr. We need more
men of his type.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the call of
committees under the Calendar Wednes-
day rule be dispensed with on tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Towa?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Messrs. BENTLEY (at the request of
Mr. ARENDS), JENSEN (at the request of
Mr. AReENDS), RoserTs (at the request of
Mr. Rains), Davis of Tennessee (at the
request of Mr. PriesT), Farron (at the
request of Mr. Garmarz), indefinitely, on
account of illness.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the Recorp, or to re-
vise and extend remarks, was granted to:

Mr. F1NoO.

Mr. YOUNGER.

Mr. GUBSER.

Mr. HOSMER.

Mr. PELLY.

Mr. HeELLER in two instances,
Mr. O'Hara of Illinois.

Mr. RABAUT.

Mr. WiLson of California.
Mr. MULTER in two instances.
Mr. PHILBIN in two instances and to

include additional matter,

Mr. DorLriNger and to include addi-
tional matter.

Mrs. HARDEN.

Mr. Kinc of California (at the request
of Mr. HOLIFIELD),

Mr. DONOHUE.

Mr. RoongEy to revise and extend the
remarks he makes on the State Depart-
ment appropriation bill tomorrow and
to include extraneous matter.

SENATE BILLS AND CONCURRENT
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

Bills and concurrent resolutions of the
Senate of the following titles were taken
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from the Speaker’s table and, under the
rule, referred as follows:

8. 235. An act for the relief of Rev.
Armando Fuoco; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8. 267. An act for the relief of Pantelis
Morfessis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5. 662. An act for the relief of Julie Nicola
Frangou; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 740. An act for the relief of Santa Mu-
claccia (Sister Maria Fridiana), Teresa Sara-
gaglia (Sister Maria Eutropia), and Caterina
Isonni (Sister Maria Giovita); to the Com-=-
mittee on the Judiciary.

S. 747. An act for the relief of Jacek Von
Henneberg; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

S. 893. An act for the relief of David T.
Wright; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 915, An act for the relief of Augusta
Bleys (also known as Augustina Bleys); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 924. An act for the relief of Sofia B.
Panagoulopoulos Kanell; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

S. 929. An act for the relief of Cleopatra
Stavros Milionis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S. 945. An act for the relief of Moshe Gips;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 1062. An act for the relief of Eliseu
Joaquim Boa; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S. 1209. An act for the relief of Dr. Uheng
Khoo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 1265. An act for the relief of the estate
of Susie Lee Spencer; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

S. 1594. An act for the relief of Berenice
Catherine Montgomery; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

S. 1691. An act to authorize Potomac Elec-
tric Power Co. to construct, maintain, and
operate in the District of Columbia, and to
cross Kenilworth Avenue NE., in sald Dis-
trict, with, certain railroad tracks and re-
lated facilities, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

8. 2534. An act for the relief of Dora Vida
Lyew Seixas; to the Committee on the Judi-

S. 2608. An act to provide for the appoint-
ment of an additional district judge for the
southern district of Mississippi; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8. 2773. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide for the transportation
and distribution of mails on motor-vehicle
routes,” approved July 11, 1940 (54 Stat.
1756); to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

S. 2037, An act to amend the United States
Housing Act of 1937 so as to extend for 5
years the period in which the families of
veterans and servicemen may be admitted
to low-rent housing without meeting the
requirements of section 15 (8) (b) (i) of
that act; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

8. Con. Res. 60. Concurrent resolution
favoring the suspension of deportation of
certain aliens; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

8. Con. Res. 61. Concurrent resolution
favoring the suspension of deportation of
certain allens; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill of the House
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of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H. R. 6130. An act to permit a first prefer-
ence for former owners of certain dwellings
being sold under Lanham War Housing Act.

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S5.1160. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to convey certain land to the
city of Tucson, Ariz., and to accept other
land in exchange therefor.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on the following
dates present to the President, for his
approval, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

On March 1, 1954:

H.R.8069. An act to amend the act of
July 10, 1953, which created the Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations.

On March 2, 1954:

H.R.6130. An act to permit a first prefer-
ence for former owners of certain dwellings
being sold under Lanham War Housing Act.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 46 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 3, 1954, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1315. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a pro-
posed supplemental appropriation for the
fiscal year 1954 in the amount of $34,541
for the Department of Commerce (H. Doc.
No. 340); to the Committee on Appropria=
tions and ordered to be printed.

1316. A letter from the Postmaster Gen-
eral, transmitting a draft of a bill entitled
“A bill to repeal section 3 of the act entitled
‘An act to adjust the salaries of rural letter
carriers, and for other purposes,”” approved
June 25, 1934; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 453. Resolution for con-
sideration of H, R. 7328. A bill to promote
the national defense by authorizing the con-
struction of aeronautical research facilities
by the National Advisory Committee for
Aeronautics necessary to the effective prose-
cution of aeronautical research; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1259). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 454. Resolution for con-
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sideration of H. R. 6788. A bill to authorize
the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with
States and local agencies in the planning
and carrying out of works of improvement
for soil conservation, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1260). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SCHENCK: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Concurrent Resolution
196. Concurrent resolution providing for the
printing of proceedings at the unveiling of
the statue of Dr. Marcus Whitman; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1261). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 1067. A bill to authorize the Su-
preme Court of the United States to make
and publish rules for procedure on review
of decisions of the Tax Court of the United
States; with amendment (Rept. No. 1262).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public
Works. H. R. 8045. A bill to direct the Sec-
retary of the Army to convey certain land
located in Windsor Locks, Conn., to the State
of Connecticut; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1263). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 459. Resolution
for conslideration of H. R. 7330, a bill to in-
crease the borrowing power of Commodity
Credit Corporation; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1264). Referred to the House
Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. WOLVERTON:

H.R.8149. A bill to amend the hospital
survey and construction provisions of the
Public Health Service Act to provide assist-
ance to the States for surveying the need for
diagnostic or treatment centers, for hospitals
for the chronically i1l and impaired, for re-
habilitation facilities, and for nursing homes,
and to provide assistance in the construction
of such facilities through grants to public
and nonprofit agencies, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REED of New York:

H.R.8150. A bill to reduce excise taxes,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. AYRES:

H.R.B151. A bill to expand and extend to
June 30, 1955, the direct home and farm-
house loan authority of the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs under title III of the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as
amended, to make additional funds available
therefor, and for other purposes; to the Com=
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.8152. A bill to extend to June 30,
1855, the direct home and farmhouse loan
authority of the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs under title III of the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, to
make additional funds available therefor,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H. R.8153. A bill to authorize the attend-
ance of the United States Marine Band at
the National Encampment of the Sons of
Union Veterans to be held in Duluth, Minn.,
August 8 to August 13, 1954; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana:

H.R.8154. A bill to provide for construc-
tion of bulletproof, shatterproof glass
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screens in the spectator’s galleries of the
House of Representatives; to the Committee
on Public Works.

By Mrs. CHURCH:

H.R.8155. A bill to continue until the
close of June 30, 1955, the suspension of
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H. R.8156. A bill to provide for entertain-
ment allowance to the chaplain at the United
States Naval Academy; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. CRETELLA:

H.R.8157. A bill to authorize additional
credits in the accounts of certain employees
in the civil-service retirement and disability
fund; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ELLIOTT:

H.R.8158. A bill to continue authority
to make funds available for loans and grants
under title V of the Housing Act of 1949 as
amended; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

H.R.8159. A bill to amend the United
States Housing Act of 1937 so as to extend
for 5 years the period in which the families
of veterans and servicemen may be admitted
to low-rent housing without meeting the re-
quirements of section 15 (8) (b) (ii) of
that act; to the Committee on Banking and
currency.

By Mr. GRANAHAN:

H.R.8160. A bill providing relief against
certain forms of discrimination in Inter-
state transportation; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mrs. HARDEN:

H.R.8161. A bill to provide for a system
of turning, starting, and stopping signals
for the operation of motor vehicles, and a
system of highway signs, to be uniform
throughout the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.B162. A bill to provide for the re-
imbursement of postmasters for fixtures and
equipment in use at the time of discontin-
uance of such post offices; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.8163. A bill to provide that equip-
ment for use in post offices shall be furnished
by the Post Office Department, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R.8164. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act to exempt certain
marketing regulations, when issued after the
beginning of the marketing season of the
commodity concerned, from certain formal
requirements of notice and publication; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

H. R.8165. A bill to amend section 207 of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 19486,
as amended, so as to authorize a full and
falr hearing of claims when demanded by
the applicant; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. KLEIN:

H.R.8166. A bill to promote public co-
operation in the rehabllitation and preser-
vation of the Nation's important historie
properties in the New York City area, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LUCAS:

H.R.8167. A bill to clarify the religious
exemption wunder the Universal Military
Training and Service Act; to the Committee
on Armed Services,

By Mr. McMILLAN:

H.R.B8168. A bill to amend section 416 of
the Agricultural Act of 1949 so as to au-
thorize disposal of surplus farm products to
Federal, State, and local hospitals and penal
and correctional institutions; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.
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By Mr. McVEY:

H.R.8169. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code to permit a taxpayer to deduct
tuition expenses paid by him for the educa-
tion of his children through the eighth
grade; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PATTERSON:

H.R.8170. A bill to require inside latches
on the doors of household refrigerators
shipped in interstate commerce; to the Com=-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PELLY:

H. R. 8171. A bill to provide for the restora-
tion of the U. 8. 8. Olympia and for her dis-
position to the State of Washington; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida:

H.R. 8172, A bill to amend the Sugar Act
of 1948, as amended; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. SCOTT:

H. R.B173. A bill to provide that the carry-
ing of a deadly weapon on or about the
person in the presence of either House of
Congress, or any committee thereof, shall be
a felony, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.R.8174. A bill to promote the agrl-
culture of the United States by acquiring
and diffusing useful information regarding
agriculture in foreign countries and the mar-
keting of American agricultural commodities,
and the products thereof, outside of the
United States; to authorize the creation of
an Agricultural Foreign Service in the De-
partment of Agriculture; and for other pur-
poses;, to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BAILEY:

H. R. 8175. A bill to amend Public Law 874,
81st Congress, so as to reduce the “absorp-
tion” requirement from 3 percent to 2 per-
cent for small school districts; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R.8176. A bill conferring jurisdiction
upon the District Court of the United States
for the District of South Dakota to hear,
determine, and render judgment upon claims
of all persons for damages arising out of the
lowering of the water table In the vicinity of
Cold Brook Dam, 8. Dak.; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BROWNSON:

H.R.B8177. A bill providing for creation of
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corpo-
ration to construct part of the St. Lawrence
seaway In United States territory in the
interest of national security; authorizing the
corporation to consummate certain arrange-
ments with the St. Lawrence Seaway Author-
ity of Canada relative to construction and
operation of the seaway; empowering the
corporation to finance the United States
share of the seaway cost on a self-liquidating
basis; to establish cooperation with Canada
in the control and operation of the St. Law=-
rence seaway; to authorize negotiations
with Canada of an agreement on tolls; and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. HESELTON:

H.R.8178. A bill to amend section 416 of
the Agricultural Act of 1949 with respect to
the donation of food commodities; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. POLK:

H.R.8179. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 to provide a limitation on
the downward adjustment of price supports
for milk and butterfat and the products of
milk and butterfat; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts
(by request) :

H.R.8180. A bill to increase the amount
of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes
for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors,
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and airmen of the United States; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
By Mr. SHEPPARD:

H. R. 8181. A bill to extend the time with-
in which persons may file for certain com-
pensation benefits under laws administered
by the Veterans Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans® Affairs.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H. J. Res. 460. Joint resolution requesting
the President to proclaim October 9 as Leif
Erickson Day; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota:

H. Con. Res. 203. Concurrent resolution to
establish a joint congressional committee to
conduct an investigation and study of the
steps which can be taken to promote the
safety of Senators and Representatives in
Congress; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BELCHEP:

H. Res. 455. Resolution providing for a
referendum on the guestion of independ-
ence for Puerto Rico; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CEDERBERG:

H. Res. 456. Resolution providing for pay-
ment of certain hospital, medical, and nurs-
ing expenses; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H. Res. 457. Resolution providing for in-
vestigation of appropriate security measures
for the House of Representatives; to the
Committee on House Administration,

By Mr. LANE:

H. Res. 453. Resolution to create a select
committee to investigate the possibility of
providing adequate protection for Members
of the House, legislative employees, and the
visiting public during sessions of the House;
to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BROOKS of Texas:

H.R.8182, A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Margarete Schober Frugia; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CHUDOFF:

H. R. 8183. A bill for the relief of Elfriede
Ida Geissler; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H.R. 8184. A bill authorizing and request-
ing the President to award the Legion of
Merit posthumously to Maj. William V. Holo-
han; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. DELANEY:

H.R.8185. A bill for the relief of Olga I.
Papadopoulou; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H. R, 8186. A bill for the relief of Esther
Silvera Escobedo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. :

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R.B187. A bill for the relief of Cecil
Edgar Deonarine, Mrs. Gloria Deonarine (nee
Ramjattansingh), and Jessel J. Deonarine;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida:

H.R.8188. A bill for the relief of B. F.
Reames, Jr.; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

H.R.8189. A bill for the relief of Pris-
cllla Louise Davis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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